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THE DATE OF DEUTERONOMY. 


IN a discussion of the possibility of an exilic! date for the 
book of Deuteronomy the first point to be considered is the 
relation of the books of Deuteronomy and Jeremiah one to 
another. If it can be proved that Jeremiah quotes Deuteronomy 
cadit quaestio. If, however, it can be shewn that the agreements 
between the two books can be explained at least as easily on the 
supposition that the language of Deuteronomy has been influenced 
by Jeremiah, the enquiry enters upon a new phase, and we are 
enabled to examine without bias the bearing of other evidence 
on the subject. 

In an enquiry which of two authors has been influenced by the 
other, when no other evidence is at hand save the writings of 
these authors themselves, it is perhaps impossible to arrive at any 
verdict which will compel assent. In such a case subjective 
considerations cannot but have considerable weight. It will, 
however, be generally agreed that the first step towards a con- 
clusion is to discover, if possible, which of the two exhibits the 
greater originality in thought and phraseology. 

Now if this test be applied to the two books in question, it will 
probably be affirmed that the claim to originality cannot be 
substantiated for Jeremiah, since his book shews points of contact, 
and sometimes verbal agreement, not only with Deuteronomy, 
but also with other portions of the Old Testament, notably with 
the Psalms and with the book of Job. But since no one will 
assert nowadays that Job is earlier than Jeremiah, it follows that 
of the two striking passages, Jer. xx 14 ff and Job iii 3, 

? The term exilic in this article is to be understood of the date not of the place, 
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the priority in date must be assigned to the former ; and thus 
one passage (and that a remarkably striking one, if it is not 
‘a quotation), which was formerly used as an argument against 
the literary originality of Jeremiah, must now be held rather as 
evidence for it. 

The date of the Psalter is still too much a matter of dispute to 
allow any very convincing argument to be drawn from such agree- 
ments as exist between several Psalms and the book of Jeremiah, 
but the tendency of modern scholarship is towards assigning the 
book asa whole to a late rather than to an early period. The chief 
argument for regarding the Psalms as early compositions is drawn 
from the titles prefixed to many of them, but ‘it is now generally 
acknowledged that the titles relating to the authorship and 
occasion of the Psalms cannot be regarded as prefixed by the 
authors themselves, or as representing trustworthy traditions, and 
accordingly giving reliable information’.! Since, however, it 
must be admitted that in the majority of cases there is no evidence 
for an early date except the titles, it is obvious that it is at least 
as possible that the Psalmists are influenced by the language of 
Jeremiah as vice versa*. And if it be conceded that the Psalmists 
may possibly quote Jeremiah, it will be allowed that in point of 
originality of expression there is much to be said for the priority 
of Jeremiah. Certainly Jer. xvii 5-8, with its vehement 8 
and 73, and its declaration of the blessedness of trust in 
Jehovah Himself, gives an impression of greater originality than 
Ps. i, with its milder WW, and its exaltation of the law. 

Again, it must be admitted that Jer. xx 10 is in better har- 
mony with its context than is its parallel in Ps. xxxi 14(E. V. 13); 
for the Psalmist’s complaint in v.13 that he is ‘forgotten as 
a dead man out of mind’ hardly prepares one for the statement 
of the following. verse that he has ‘heard the defaming of 
many, terror on every side’. 

Ps. xxxv has likewise several points of contact with Jeremiah, 

1 Kirkpatrick Psalms p. xxxi. 

? In the judgement of the present writer this is an understatement of the case. 
Believing as I do with many moderns, on independent grounds, that the Psalter 
is a post-exilic book, the agreements between the Psalms and Jeremiah are to 
me rather proofs of the strong influence which Jeremiah’s language had upon 


subsequent religious thought. I am, however, unwilling to base an argument 
on this. 
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but they are of such a kind that it is impossible to decide which 
is the original. It is, however, to be noticed that this Psalm 
exhibits several agreements with other Psalms, and may, there- 
fore, be regarded as composed in what has become the language 
of devotion. 

Although there is no actual quotation, Ps. xxxvi 10 (E. V. 9) 
looks like a reference to Jer. ii 13, xvii 13, and it must be allowed 
that in Jeremiah the metaphor is simpler. 

It is scarcely necessary to discuss at length the relation in 
which the Psalms in the later books stand to the book of 
Jeremiah. 

Similarly a careful comparison of those phrases which are 
common to Jeremiah and Deuteronomy will shew that in no case 
is it necessary to assume that the language of Deuteronomy is 
the original, while in some cases it is actually more easily 
explained on the suppositiou that it is a quotation. Thus it 
must be admitted that the statement of Deut. xii 2 that the 
Canaanites ‘served their gods upon the high mountains, and upon 
the hills, and under every green tree’, is a piece of hyperbole 
which one would not take to be the original phrase of a legal 
writer. In Jeremiah, however, the phrase, which occurs in 
somewhat varying form in ii 20, iii 6, 13, xvii 2, is more natural 
in its context. That so striking an expression should become 
a commonplace, and thus find an echo both in Ezek. vi 13 and 
Deut. xii 2, is natural enough?. In like manner the use of 7%, to 
express apostasy, in a law book is difficult to account for, unless 
through its frequent use in prophetic teaching the metaphor 
had almost been forgotten. 

Again, the phrase in Jer. iv 4, ‘Circumcise yourselves unto 
the Lord, yea, take away the foreskin of your heart’, in which 
Jeremiah gives his view of the spiritual teaching of circumcision, 
is more likely to be original than the phrase in Deut. xxx 6, 
‘The Lord thy God will circumcise thy heart and the heart 


1 The present writer ventures to refer here to what he has written on the book 
of Jeremiah in the Journal of Theological Studies, January 1905, p. 183. The 
composition of the book of Jeremiah may in his opinion be compared with that 
of the Gospels, That certain phrases are genuine utterances of the prophet cannot 
be doubted. But in the case of various forms of the same saying it is not always 
Possible to say which is the original and which the doublet, or whether both forms 
are due to the prophet himself, 
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of thy seed’, in which the metaphor in the word ‘ circumcise’ is 
almost forgotten. 

The striking description of the Chaldaeans in Jer. v 15-17 has at 
least as great an appearance of originality as the more laboured 
description in Deut. xxviii 49-57, while the gruesome details in 
the latter passage suggest an expansion of Jer. xix 9. Certainly 
the poetical picture of the Chaldaean invasion in Jer. vi 22 ff has 
every appearance of originality. 

The expression, ‘name .. . is called upon’, in token of owner- 
ship, is found in Deut. xxviii 10 and is common in Jeremiah; 
but the latter uses it in different connexions, vii 10, 11, 14, xxxii 
34, xxxiv 15, xiv 9, xv 16, xxv 29, and it occurs in other 
books also. It is, therefore, impossible to claim that Jeremiah 
borrowed it from Deuteronomy. 

Again, the phrase ‘stubbornness of heart’, which occurs in 
Deuteronomy only once (xxix 18, E.V. 19), hardly looks in that 
connexion like a phrase coined by the author. Jeremiah’s use of 
it (iii 17, vii 24, ix 13 (E.V.14), xi 8, xiii 10, xvi 12, xviii 12, 
xxiii 17) is, on the whole, more natural. 

There is a verbal agreement in Jer. x 3 and Deut. xxvii 15, ‘the 
work of the hands of the workman’; and it must be admitted 
that the phrase is more natural in its context in Deuteronomy 
than in Jeremiah. But as few critics will maintain that Jeremiah 
is the author of x 1-16, this particular agreement has no bearing 
on the present enquiry. 

The phrase ‘iron furnace’ occurs both in Jer. xi 4 and in 
Deut. iv 20, but it is impossible to say whether it is original 
in either passage, or in each case is borrowed from elsewhere, 
In neither case is the metaphor of a smelting furnace prominent, 
and it is probable that the origin of the phrase is unknown to us, 

Further it is noteworthy that Jeremiah, although he repeatedly 
asserts Jehovah’s possession of Israel (vii 23, xi 4, xiii 11, xxiv 7, 
XXX 22, xxxi 1, 33, xxxii 38), never uses the remarkable ex- 
pression which occurs three times in Deuteronomy (vii 6, xiv 2, 
xxvi 18), ‘a peculiar people’, nba Dy. The expression is 
indeed a /egal one, and more likely to be coined originally by 
a lawyer than by a prophet. But if Jeremiah’s language is 
influenced by Deuteronomy, it is certainly hard to explain his 
rejection of it. 
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Again, the phraseology of Jer. xix 7 b is at least as natural 
in its context as the parallel in Deut. xxviii 26. The same 
may be said of the expression, ‘in anger and in fury and 
in great wrath’, which occurs both in Jer. xxi 5 and in Deut. 
xxix 27 (E.V. 28); and likewise of the parallel passages Jer. xxii 
8, 9 and Deut. xxix 23-25. Similarly the phrase ‘for a 
shuddering unto all kingdoms of the earth’ (Jer. xv 4, xxiv 9, 
xxix 18, xxxiv 17, Deut. xxviii 25) is as likely to be the coinage 
of the one writer as of the other. 

The expression, ‘the way of life’ (i.e. the road to life), ‘and 
the way of death’ (Jer. xxi 8), is perfectly natural in its con- 
text, and may claim originality quite as well as the form of words 
in Deut. xxx 15,19. The same may be said of the phrase ‘I will 
give them a heart to know me’ (Jer. xxiv 7), compared with 
the language of Deut. xxix 3 (E.V. 4); and also of Jer. xxxii 18 
as compared with Deut. v 9, Io. 

Further, it is to be noted that in Jer. xxviii 9, where one might 
have expected to find a quotation from Deut. xviii 22, no such 
quotation occurs; nor does the word {17} occur in the book of 
Jeremiah except in cc. xlix, 1. 

Another remarkable feature of the book of Jeremiah is its use 
of the word 74, ‘liberty’ (xxxiv 8), which is found in Lev. 
xxv 10 (? H) but not in Deuteronomy. Jeremiah never uses the 
Deuteronomic word MEO¥, 

But not only is it unnecessary to suppose that the phrases 
common to Jeremiah and Deuteronomy are quotations from the 
latter book ; the case for the originality of Jeremiah is greatly 
strengthened by the occurrence there of a number of particularly 
striking expressions not found in Deuteronomy, or, indeed, in 
many cases, elsewhere. Thus Jeremiah’s description of his 
country as ‘a pleasant land, the goodliest heritage of the nations’ 
(Jer. iii 19 cf. Ezek. xx 6) is not found in Deuteronomy. 

Moreover, such poems as we have, for example, in Jeremiah iv 
19-32, although they may have suffered in transmission, are 
sufficient to establish the fame of their author. Again and again 
in the book we find phrases which, to quote Dr Davidson, 
‘haunt the ear’: ‘ Hath a nation changed its gods, which yet are 
no gods? but my people have changed their glory for that which 
doth not profit’ (ii 11); ‘not at housebreaking didst thou find 
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them’ (ii 34); ‘and ye shall find rest for your souls’ (vi 16) ; 
* which I commanded not, neither came it into my mind’ (vii 31); 
‘as a horse that rusheth headlong in the battle’ (viii 6) ; ‘ before 
your feet stumble upon the dark mountains’ (xiii 16); ‘Can 
the Ethiopian change his skin, or the leopard his spots?’ (xiii 23) ; 
‘the which, whosoever heareth, his ears shall tingle’ (xix 3); ‘Is 
not my word like as fire? saith the Lord; and like a hammer 
that breaketh the rock in pieces?’ (xxiii 29). 

Although the foregoing examination of the literary parallels 
in Jeremiah and Deuteronomy cannot be said to prove that the 
latter is influenced by the former, it may fairly be claimed for it 
that it at least demonstrates the possibility that such is the case ; 
and this result, negative as it is, is of the utmost importance in 
an enquiry into the date of Deuteronomy, since its supposed 
influence on Jeremiah has hitherto precluded the idea of an exilic 
date for it. 

Since, therefore, literary considerations leave the date of 
Deuteronomy undecided, we are able without bias to examine 
evidence of other kinds as to date. 

In the first place, then, it is important to notice that Deutero- 
nomy is addressed to a// Israel ; and this, not only in the intro- 
duction, as in i 1, v 1, but also in the main body of the book, as 
in xviii 6. It is surely improbable that in the days of Josiah, or 
earlier, provision would have been made by Judaean legislators 
for the case of a Levite coming from North Israel. 

The same characteristic is noticeable also in the law of the 
Cities of Refuge (Deut. xix). If that law dated from the seventh 
century B.C., we should expect to find the three Cities of Refuge 
west of the Jordan in Judaean territory ; whereas the statement 
in Joshua xx 7, which enumerates Kedesh (in Naphthali), 
Shechem, and Hebron, implies that these three cities have 
always possessed the right of asylum’. 

Another consideration which makes it difficult to assign 
Deuteronomy to an earlier period than that of Jeremiah is the 

* Deut. xix 8, 9 is apparently a later addition to apply to the territory east of 
the Jordan, when the inhabitants of that region had accepted the law of the 
Sanctuary. The story of the altar wy (Joshua xxil) probably refers to the same 


period.. Although Bethel, ‘the royal sanctuary’ (Amos vii 13), was doubtless 


destroyed by the Asayrians, yet several less celebrated altars probably remained ; 
cf. Judges vi 24. 
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absence from it of any mention of the cult of ‘the Queen of ~ 
heaven’. In Jeremiah’s days that cult appears to have been 
popular enough (vii 48, cf. xliv 17-19); yet Deuteronomy, not- 
withstanding its earnest warnings against idolatry (iv 19, xvii 3), 
contains no precise reference to it. 

The denunciation of Ammon and Moab in Deut. xxiii 4 ff 
(E.V. 3 ff) is intelligible if the composition of Deuteronomy be 
later than the destruction of Jerusalem; for Moabites and 
Ammonites with Aramaeans (cf. Deut. xxiii 5) had aided the 
Chaldaeans against Judah (2 Kings xxiv 2, cf. Jer. xlviii, xlix, 
Ezek. xxv 1-11); while the favourable mention of Edom in 
Deut. xxiii 8 (E.V. 7) may be explained by the absence of the 
name of Edom from 2 Kings xxiv. Ezekiel, it is true, denounces 
Edom (xxv 12-14, xxxv) for attacking Israel ‘in the time of their 
calamity ’, and for seizing the possessions of Israel ; but he brings 
a similar charge against the Philistines also (xxv 15, 17), and 
it is probable that all the neighbours of Judah tried to enrich 
themselves at Judah’s expense during the last days of the 
Monarchy. 

The unforgiveable sin of the Edomites (Ps. cxxxvii 7, Isa. 
Ixiii, Mal. i 3) is probably to be looked for in their conduct at 
a much later date, viz. in the disaster implied in Neh. i 3 (cf. 
Ezra iv 23). 

Less than a generation after the destruction of Jerusalem there 
must have been many Edomites in Judah, for the stress of Arab 
invasion was already driving them northward, and Judah and 
Edom had enough in common to make the fusion of the two 
races an easy matter. It would, therefore, in all probability 
have been difficult to exclude people of Edomite descent from 
the congregation of Judah. 

The favourable mention of Egyptians (Deut. xxiii 8) is more 
easily explained during the exile than in the days of Manasseh 
or Josiah. For after the murder of Gedaliah many fugitives 
found an asylum in Egypt (Jer. xlii-xliv), whereas Jeremiah 
(ii 36), as Isaiah had done before him, had protested against the 
incessant peril of an Egyptian alliance. 

The insistence on kindness to slaves in Deuteronomy (v 14, 15, 
XV 12-15, xvi 12), although in any case fully in accordance with 
the spirit of its legislation; rather gains in force if the events 
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recorded in Jer. xxxiv preceded it. It would, however, be unsafe 
to found an argument on this. 

The law relating to the king (Deut. xvii 14-20), with its 
limitation of the royal power, is hardly likely to have received 
the assent of Josiah himself. The language of vv. 14, 15 is 
particularly noticeable. There is nothing to indicate that 
Jehovah will choose the eldest son. Moreover, the law was 
drawn up at a time when there was at least a possibility that the 
people might elect a foreigner as their king (see v. 15). But 
considering the fact that the dynasty of David continued till the 
exile, and that the people made Azariah (2 Kings xiv 21) and 
Josiah (2 Kings xxi 24) after the murder of their respective 
fathers, the prohibition of an alien king before the exile seems 
altogether superfluous. On the other hand, during the exile, it is 
not impossible that the Palestinian community had some thought 
of recognizing as king some governor appointed by the Babylo- 
nian or Persian government, or, as is more probable, that there 
was an inclination in Judah to join a federation of Philistine and 
other Palestinian states with a view to throw off the yoke of 
Babylon or Persia. True, the statement that the king is not to 
cause the people to return to Egypt for the sake of multiplying 
horses seems at first sight somewhat gratuitous during the exile, 
especially after the power of Egypt had been broken by 
Nebuchadnezzar. But the old nationalist spirit, which had 
brought Judah to ruin, was not extinct even after the frightful 
blows of 597 and 586. There are indications of it in the time of 
Zerubbabel'and in the following century. Certainly in the middle 
of the sixth century B.C. there must have been many who re- 
membered the costly supplies of horses from Egypt for Judah’s 
suicidal wars. Perhaps also Egypt was still seeking to stir up 
the Palestinian states against Babylon. At any rate, a few years 
later, 525 B.C., it joined in a rebellion against Cambyses. 

It is noteworthy that 1 Kings v 6 (E. V. iv 26), which describes 
Solomon’s horses, may be assigned to the Persian period, as is 
shewn by the use of the expression 7733 "3Y (v. 4) to denote the 
country west of the Euphrates (cf. Ezra iv 10, 11, 16, 17, 20); 
hence the law of Deuteronomy (xvii 14-20, see particularly v. 17), 
may be directed against the common ideal of a king. 

y The law of Deuteronomy (xiv 1) forbids the cutting of the 
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flesh as a sign of mourning, and apparently the old practice of ~ 
shaving the head; but Jeremiah (xvi 6) refers to both without 
the slightest indication that they are illegal (cf. also Jer. xli 5). 

Reference has already been made to the difficulty of supposing 
that in the reign of Josiah, or earlier, the law should have 
permitted a Levite coming from what had been the kingdom 
of North Israel to minister at Jerusalem. The enactment of 
Josiah, which may be inferred from the words of Ezekiel (xliv 
10-14), and which the sons of Zadok had so successfully resisted, 
must have referred only to the kingdom of Judah. But the law PP 
of Deuteronomy (xviii 6) expressly states that a Levite coming 
out of any city ‘out of all Israel’ is to be received at Jerusalem. 
Surely this implies the abolition of the northern sanctuaries, on 
which Josiah had neither the right nor the power to insist}. 

A similar conclusion is arrived at, if the law of the One 
Sanctuary, as given in Deut. xii, be compared with the corre- 
sponding law in the Holiness code (Lev. xvii). The latter code, 
it is true, we have only in a recension as late as the exile; but its 
nucleus is evidently much older, and would indeed seem to be 
identical with the nucleus of the codes in Exod. xxxiv and 
in the Book of the Covenant. From the frequent agreement 
between the Law of Holiness and Ezekiel it is reasonable to 
suppose that it had substantially reached its present form in 
597 B.C.*; and it may therefore be considered as fairly repre- 
senting the old law of Judah as it had taken shape in the hands 
of the Zadokite priesthood at the time of the exile. 

If, then, Lev. xvii be compared with Deut. xii, it at once 
becomes evident that the former code, notwithstanding its 

1 That Josiah’s northern frontier did not extend beyond Geba (or Gibeah ?), 
and therefore did not include Bethel, is clearly implied in 2 Kings xxiii 8. In 
harmony with this is the fact that Jeremiah habitually appeals to Judah and 
Jerusalem. The original account of Josiah’s reforms has been considerably ampli- 
fied in later times, not only by the addition of a number of details, but also by the 
incorporation in it of the history of the desecration of Bethel. The latter is by 
the same hand as 1 Kings xiii, as is shewn, not only in the general agreement 
of the two sections, but also by a grammatical peculiarity which they have in 
common, viz, moan na (1 Kings xiii 32, 2 Kings xxiii 19), instead of the form 


moit m3 which occurs elsewhere and which is in harmony with the plural 
max m3. 


? This must be understood as referring to its contents rather than to its 
actual wording. It is not probable, for example, that the original form of H 
called the sanctuary ‘the tent of meeting’. 
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limitation of sacrifice to the one altar, introduces into the 
sacrificial system a far less drastic reform than the latter. For 
Lev. xvii allows no slaughter of any domestic animal, unless 
at least the fat is burnt and the blood poured out at the altar. 
In the small kingdom of Josiah, in which Jerusalem, both in size 
and importance, far surpassed any other town, at a time moreover 
when there were probably not many wealthy people in the 
country districts, it was doubtless possible, albeit to some a great 
hardship, to insist that no one should slay a domestic animal 
without providing for the offering of its fat and the pouring out 
of its blood at the altar in Jerusalem. Lev. xvii may, therefore, 
be said to contain the earliest form of the law of the One 
Sanctuary. 

But in a code addressed to ‘all Israel’ an enactment, which 
at best must have pressed hard upon many, was manifestly 
impossible. Accordingly the law of the One Sanctuary in the 
modified form which we find in Deut. xii no longer requires 
the ritual offering of the fat and blood of a slaughtered animal, 
but only that the blood shall be poured out on the ground 
like water. The fat, which was originally considered almost 
as sacred as the blood, is henceforth made common. In like 
manner the law relating to the killing of game in Lev. xvii 13, 14 
appears older than that in Deut. xii 15, 22. 

The priority of the Law of Holiness to Deuteronomy may 
be inferred also from a comparison of the two codes in their 
references to soothsaying. The simple warning of Lev. xix 31 
appears older than the comprehensive list given in Deut. xviii 
10, 11. 

That Deuteronomy is a Palestinian work is generally recog- 
nized. If then it be the outcome of the labours of the reforming 
party in Palestine during the generation after the destruction of 
Jerusalem, we are at once able to explain both its points of 
contact with the Law of Holiness (which may in the main be 
regarded as the law of Ezekiel’s contemporaries in Babylon), 
and the absence of any appeal to it, or quotation from it, in the 
writings of Ezekiel '. 

The arguments generally adduced for assigning to Deuteronomy 


1 The present writer would refer here to what he has written in the Journal of 
Theological Studies, January 1905, p. 182. 
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a date not later than 621 B.C. are its supposed influence on 
Jeremiah, and the close agreement between its enactments and 
the reforms of Josiah. The first of these arguments has already 
been considered. The second, which is generally supposed to 
have great weight', must therefore be examined. 

In the first place, then, it must be remembered that the account 
of Josiah’s reforms was in all probability not written for a con- 
siderable time after the events recorded. If in the meanwhile 
Deuteronomy had become the law of the community, the 
historian’s account of what Josiah did would naturally be 
coloured by his conception of what a pious king ought to do. 
Secondly, it must be remembered that it is quite unnecessary 
to suppose that Josiah’s reforms could only have been carried” 
out on the basis of an existing law. Such a supposition rests 
on a misconception of the nature of the government in the 
kingdom of Judah. There was no parliament to initiate legisla- 
tion to which the king was responsible. The direction of affairs 
seems to have been theoretically in the hands of the king, 
practically, at all events in the case of a weak king such as 
Zedekiah, in the hands of a body of courtiers or ‘ princes’. No 
doubt the king was always compelled to reckon with public 
opinion, but, assuming that a sufficient weight of this was upon 
his side, he was a law to himself. 

We must not take the prophets’ denunciations of the sins of 
their country altogether au pied de la lettre. In every age 
reformers have cried like Elijah, ‘I, even I only, am left’, 
unaware of the existence of ‘seven thousand that have not 
bowed the knee to Baal’. The leaven of the teaching of Isaiah 
and Micah was working in the lump even in the days of 
Manasseh. We are justified in supposing that in the days of 
Josiah there was a sufficient weight of public opinion on the 
side of the reformers to make it possible for them to carry out 
their reforms. No doubt there was also vehement opposition, 
though of this the Bible gives us scarcely a hint. Old customs, 
especially religious customs, are not readily given up, nor old 
objects of reverence destroyed. Nothing could be described 
more simply than the destruction of the brazen serpent in 
2 Kings xviii 4; yet to not a few it must have seemed an act 

1 Cf. Carpenter and Battersby The Hexateuch vol. i p. 91. 
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of sacrilege that cried to heaven for vengeance. Doubtless 
the words which are put into the mouth of Rabshakeh (2 Kings 
xviii 22) are a fair illustration of the way in which many 
regarded Josiah’s reforms. 

What the book was of which a copy was found in the Temple, 
and read to King Josiah, assuming the substantial accuracy of 
the account in 2 Kings xxii, it is impossible to say. Probably 
the author or editor to whom we owe the present form of the 
history of Josiah’s reforms identified it with Deuteronomy. At 
all events this is implied by the phrase 717 “5D in v. 8 (notice 
the Definite Article). 

But it may fairly be questioned whether the Book of 
Deuteronomy, even if it had been in existence, would have 
produced upon Josiah quite such an effect as is described. Since 
the influence of the book which was read to the king, assuming 
that there was such a book, was manifested in the destruction 
of the local sanctuaries, with the inevitable diminution of sacrifice, 
it is reasonable to suppose that what affected so powerfully the 
mind of the king was some denunciation of sacrifice such as we 
find in either Amos, Hosea, Isaiah, or Micah. True, the language 
of these prophets, if pressed to its farthest logical conclusion, 
would have necessitated the abolition of the Temple of Jerusalem 
also. But though Josiah was prepared to abolish the country 
sanctuaries, he was not prepared to abolish his own. It was an 
annexe, it must be remembered, of his own palace, and since the 
priests who ministered in it were his servants, he doubtless 
considered that any abuses that might be found there could 
be easily removed. The compromise which Josiah adopted 
(and who shall say he was wrong?) was just such a compromise 
as would suggest itself to a man on whose mind the teaching of 
the prophets had had great effect, but who supposed, perhaps 
not altogether wrongly, that that teaching was not to be inter- 
preted too literally. 

If it was some collection of prophetic sayings which was read 
to Josiah, this might have been described in the earliest form of 
the story as a book of 7éra (for #éré was used of prophetic 
teaching at least as late as the time of Isaiah, and probably 
much later), which in later times would be interpreted as a book 
of the téra, i, e. the Deuteronomic law. 
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Hitherto our enquiry into the date of the composition of 
Deuteronomy has dealt chiefly with the main body of the book, 
In the case of some of the later additions it will perhaps be 
generally agreed that no suitable date can be found earlier 
than the exile. Thus Deut. xxix 28 (Heb. 27) speaks of an 
exile as an actual fact (‘as at this day’), and there is not the 
slightest indication that the reference is to the Northern 
Kingdom. 

Again, on the supposition of an exilic date we may find 
a possible explanation of a difficult phrase in the Blessing, 
Deut. xxxiii 7. The words, ‘Hear, O Jehovah, the voice of 
Judah, and bring him in unto his people’, present difficulty 
in more points than one. In the first place the text can 
scarcely be correct, for the use of the Jussive of the 2nd person 
NIN apart from a negative is inexplicable’. Perhaps we should 
point YOY as the Perfect YOU and read ¥8°3!, i.e. ‘Jehovah hath 
heard the voice of Judah, and to his own people will He bring 
him.’ It is, however, extremely improbable that Fudahk ever 
prayed to be united with the larger Israel. Down to the time 
of Ahaz the kings of Judah were bent on asserting their indepen- 
dence, and certainly after the destruction of Samaria no Judaean 
would have dreamt of praying to be brought in to the kingless 
Samaria. It is much more natural to explain the phrase ‘his 
own people’ as the people of Judah (in Judaea), and ‘the voice , 
of Judah’ as the prayer of the Jewish exiles in Babylon to be 
restored to their kindred in the Holy Land. This double 
conception of Judah as being both in Babylon and in Judaea 
at the same time is similar to that which we find in Isa. ~ 
xl 1ff, where the prophet bids his fellow countrymen in 
Babylon comfort Jehovah’s people, by whom, as the context 
shews, he means the inhabitants of Jerusalem and of the cities 
of Judah. 

Again, the remarkable passage relating to Ebal and Gerizim 
in Deut. xxvii, which is referred to by anticipation in Deut. 
xi 29, 30, though in all probability a somewhat later appendix 
to, or an insertion in, the earlier code, bears strong marks of 
exilic composition. 


? It is possible, however, to regard vwain as Imperfect, especially the poet’s hope 
that his prayer will be fulfilled : ‘ Yea, thou wilt bring him in.’ 
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In the first place it is to be noted that this particular law is 
said to be have been given by ‘ Moses and the elders of Israel’, 
thus implying that it is supplementary to the law of the One 
Sanctuary already accepted in Judah, and regarded as Mosaic. 
The injunction to celebrate festival sacrifices on Mt. Ebal is very 
remarkable, and at first sight seems at variance with the law of 
the One Sanctuary. There is, however, nothing in the language 
to imply that we have a law relating to an annual or periodic 
sacrifice, and the natural inference is that it deals with some one 
occasion. What that occasion was is indicated in v. 9, which 
seems to imply the incorporation in the covenant of Israel 
of some who had hitherto been regarded as excluded from it. 
‘ This day thou art become the people of Fehovah thy God‘. Thou 
shalt therefore obey the voice of Jehovah thy God, and do His 
commandments and. His statutes which I command thee this 
day.’ 

The sacrifice held at the altar on Ebal was probably the last 
ever held there, and was permitted because a solemn covenant, 
such as that into which the inhabitants of the district were 
entering, demanded a sacrifice, and a sufficient number of the 
population could not have gone to Jerusalem to give due weight 
to the solemn promulgation of the Deuteronomic law. The old 
sanctuary, the origin of which was assigned by tradition to the 
Israelite conquest of Palestine, was too sacred in the eyes of the 
inhabitants to be done away with; but any heathenish or un- 
Deuteronomic ideas connected with it were removed by the 
expedient of inscribing the stones with the words of the Deutero- 
nomic law. It is probable that this enactment was a compromise 
made with the object of reconciling a recalcitrant party in North 
Israel. 

It must be admitted that the critical difficulties of c. xxvii 
are considerable, The natural inference from vv. 2, 3,as Professor 
Driver has pointed out *, is that the great stones are to be set up 
immediately after the crossing of the Jordan. For the expression 

1 The statement here is much stronger than that in xxvi 16, 18, which implies 
the acknowledgement or ratification of a compact between Jehovah and His people. 
Here it is said, not that Israel has become Jehovah’s people (which would have 
been expressed by oy) {rx mir) mn), but that Israel Aas been made into a nation, 


and that a nation belonging to Jehovah (772 mv) ord nvm). 
2 Commentary on Deuteronomy p. 295. 
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‘on the day when’, WW D123, implies a literal day, whereas the 
expression used in v. 4 027392 is more general, and means here, as 
is clear from its use in v. 12, ‘when ye shall have crossed over’. 
Moreover, the reason given in v. 3 for inscribing the stones is 
‘that thou mayest go into the land which Jehovah thy God giveth 
thee’, implying that the conquest of Palestine is still future ; 
whereas it would obviously be impossible to set up an altar on 
Mt. Ebal till a very considerable portion of the land had been 
conquered. These discrepancies make it improbable that v. 4 
is originally parallel to v. 2. The explanation of the difficulty 
would seem to be that two laws dealing with two different 
localities have been telescoped together. It will be generally 
admitted that Joshua viii 30-35 is a clear reference to this 
chapter, beginning apparently with the building of the altar in 
v. 5. But since the account in Joshua just referred to mentions 
no stones save those of which the altar itself is built, the natural 
meaning of its statement in v. 32 is that the words of the law 
were engraved on the stones of the altar itself. With this clue 
we may perhaps reconstruct the text of Deut. xxvii 4, 5, which, 
as it was originally written by those who framed the statute 
for the ceremony on Ebal, probably ran somewhat as follows: 
4 pax nam Say sna pads mad nam nem pon nx Pays am. 
No mention is made in Joshua of any plastered stones, and the 
introduction of them into Deut. xxvii 4 (quite out of the proper 
place, since the instructions about the plastering, if genuine, 
should immediately precede v. 8), is probably due to the editor, 
who was endeavouring to combine a law concerning the building 
of an altar on Ebal with another law relating to the plastering 
and inscribing of certain great stones. But if ‘the stones’ of 
Deut. xxvii 8, like ‘the stones’ of Joshua viii 32, are the stones 
of the altar, there is no mention in connexion with Ebal of any 
standing stones. 

Since the book of Joshua mentions an altar on Ebal and, 
indeed, actually shews an acquaintance with the law contained in 
Deut. xxvii 5-8, it is natural to ask whether there is also in 
Joshua a reference to the stones mentioned in vv. 2, 3. We have 
seen that these stones were to be set up immediately after 
crossing the Jordan; and we naturally think, therefore, of the 
circle of twelve stones at Gilgal (Joshua iv 20). It is not impossible 
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that Deut. xxvii 2, 3, in its original form, referred to the plastering 
of the old standing stones of Gilgal as a means of depriving them 
of their old associations. 

If then this view of the section of Deut. xxvii 2-8 be correct, 
viz. that it is a combination of two laws referring to two different 
localities, we may account for its present form as follows: the 
name Gilgal being omitted (possibly in consequence of the 
explanation given in Joshua v 9, according to which the name 
would be impossible in the mouth of Moses), v. 4 was rewritten 
by the editor, who assigned the standing stones to the same site 
as the altar, as is also done by the author of the geographical 
note in Deut. xi 30. 

Another explanation, however, is possible. The natural 
meaning of Deut. xi 30 is that Ebal and Gerizim were in the 
neighbourhood of Gilgal; and a place named Juleijil exists to 
this day ‘on the plain of Makhna 1 m. E. of the foot of Mt, 
Gerizim, 24 m. SE. of Shechem, and 14 m. SW. of Salim’ (Encyc, 
Bibl. art. ‘ Gilgal’, col. 1732). But this is too far from the Jordan 
to suit the story of Joshua iv, even if the Israelites be supposed 
to have crossed considerably north of Jericho, It is, however, by 
no means improbable that the Gilgal near Jericho has been 
confused with the Gilgal near Ebal and Gerizim. A confusion 
of a similar kind is found at the beginning of Deuteronomy, 
where the confusion of Suph ( = Suphah, Num. xxi 14) with 
Yam siiph, the Red Sea, has caused a laborious annotator to add 
the utterly irrelevant and misleading note ‘ between Paran and 
Tophel . . . Kadesh ‘Barnea’. 

But the critical difficulties do not end here. From Deut. 
xxvii 12, 13 (cf. xi 29) we should infer that the six tribes on Mt. 
Gerizim were to recite, or, at all events, respond to, the blessings, 
and, likewise, the six tribes on Mt. Ebal the curses; but according 
to v. 14 ff the Levies pronounce the curses, and a// the people 
respond Amen", 

Again, since we have twelve curses in ¢c. xxvii, we should expect 
to find also twelve blessings, but of these there is no trace. 
True, the word d/essed (W713) occurs six times in xxviii 3, 6; but 
against this must be set the sixfold cursed (Ws) of vv. 16-19. 


1 See Driver Deuteronomy p. 298 ff. 





THE DATE OF DEUTERONOMY 497 


It is, however, noticeable that the curses in this latter place are 
called mbdpn (cf. mddpnndy xxvii 13, cf. also m2793n xxviii 2 with 
qn2a> xxvii 12) ; and since there are six blessings and six curses, it 
is conceivable (though, having regard to their form, improbable), 
that one blessing or curse was assigned to each tribe, in the same 
way that the articles of the Apostles’ Creed were assigned to the 
Twelve Apostles. On this supposition the section xxvii 14-26 
may be, as Dr Driver suggests, ‘an old liturgical office’, which 
has been inserted here. 

Joshua viii 34, however, certainly seems to be a reference to 
the blessings and curses of Deut. xxviii; and it is distinctly 
said (v. 33) that the recital of these took place after the 
blessing of the people by the tribes on the two mountains. It is 
remarkable that the book of Joshua says nothing about any curses 
in this connexion, but implies that the ceremony in which the 
tribes standing on the two mountains took part was one of 
benediction only. Indeed the ceremony, as it is described in 
Joshua, is a far more natural one; for instead of six tribes 
standing on Mt. Gerizim, and six on Ebal, the people stand on 
either side of the priests, who bear the Ark, six tribes with their 
backs (b1o-bx) towards Gerizim, and six with their backs towards 
Ebal. The mention of the Ark is doubtless an addition by the 
editor of Joshua. Having regard then to the account in Joshua 
we may consider the words 7>>pn-y in Deut. xxvii 1 3 to bean 
editorial addition to prepare the way for the list of curses in 
xxvii 14 ff., xi 29 having undergone similar modification. 

But if these verses are ‘a liturgical office’ which is old enough 
to have been inserted in the text of Deuteronomy, such an office 
may be presumed to have had its origin in some definite his- 
torical incident ; and the sort of incident is suggested by Neh. x 
29, 30, which relates how the people who formed the new 
Church of Israel ‘entered into a curse, and into an oath, to walk 
in God’s law’, a phrase which may be compared with the very 
similar one in Deut. xxix 12 (Heb. 11). At the ratification of 
a solemn covenant it is extremely probable that an anathema 
would be pronounced on those who should be faithless to the 
conditions of the covenant. 

It must be admitted that the twelve curses of Deut. xxvii, 


as they stand, can hardly represent such an anathema; for 
VOL. VII. Kk 
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we cannot imagine a new covenant based on such a law, for 
example, as that which forbids the misleading of the blind ; but 
some of the sins anathematized, notably those in vv. 15, 20, 21, 
22, 23, 26, being aimed at customs which had ceased to be 
lawful, or were associated with heathenish practices, might very 
well form such an anathema. It must not be forgotten that to 
Ezekiel marriage within certain degrees of kinship, lawful in the 
time of David, is regarded as a sin equal to bloodshed. 

To sum up then our enquiry into the nature of Deut. 
xxvii, it is not improbable that that chapter in its original 
elements referred to more than one ceremony of reconciliation 
between Judah and southern Samaria, the district for which the 
original Deuteronomic code was compiled, and outlying districts 
in northern Samaria, and possibly Gilead, as these were gradually 
induced to come into line in religious matters with Jerusalem, 
That it was only by degrees that the province of Samaria and 
Gilead accepted the Deuteronomic law is extremely probable; but 
it is certain that all the worshippers of Jehovah in Palestine had 
accepted the law of the One Sanctuary a considerable time before 
the mission of Nehemiah; otherwise the acceptance by the 
Samaritans of the whole Pentateuch would be inexplicable. 

We are not in a position to state precisely by what stages 
Judah and Samaria, which politically had for centuries been 
separated and continued separated certainly till after the time of 
Nehemiah, were united in their acceptance of one religious law. 
Southern Samaria, of which Bethel was the religious centre, was 
probably the first part of what had been the kingdom of North 
Israel to acknowledge Jerusalem as the one legitimate sanctuary. 
In the opinion of the present writer this remarkable reform was 
effected through a compromise, by which the Aaronite priests of 
Bethel migrated to Jerusalem. 

We cannot suppose that the amalgamation of the worship of 
Bethel and Jerusalem was carried out without much friction. If, as 
is likely, the doings attributed to Josiah in 2 Kings xxiii are not 
mere invention, but are at least ‘founded on fact’, we may infer 
that the reforming party who induced the Aaronites to come to 
Jerusalem did not shrink from the grossest acts of violence in 
dealing with their opponents. There is nothing improbable in 
the story of the slaughter of priests upon altars, or of the desecra- 
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tion of the altar of Bethel by burning men’s bones upon it!, Like 
atrocities have been committed by Christian reformers, The 
chief error in the account of 2 Kings xxiii is that the reformation 
has been placed a generation or two too early, Somewhat later 
the violence of the reformers seems to have moderated. At any 
rate the altar on Ebal was changed from its old use with due 
regard to decency and to the feelings of those who had been wont 
to regard it as holy. 

It would seem also that the precedent of Ebal was followed in 
the case of other sanctuaries also. Reference has already been 
made to the altar mentioned in Joshua xxii. The story there 
given in its present form is certainly not historical, though some 
historical incident probably underlies it. The description of the 
locality of the altar is too vague to allow us to identify it with 
any certainty. The statement of vv. 10, 11 certainly seems to 
place it on the west of the Jordan (though the subsequent narra- 
tive implies that it was on the east) ; and, if this be correct, it is 
not improbable that Gilgal was the place of which the story was 
originally told. As an old and important sanctuary Gilgal 
certainly had an altar; it was not far from the Jordan; it 
belonged to the Northern Kingdom, and therefore must have 
been outside Josiah’s jurisdiction. 

Hitherto we have claimed for Deuteronomy merely that it is 
exilic. We naturally ask whether it is possible to fix the date 
more precisely. It certainly cannot have been composed quite 
at the beginning of the exile, for between the murder of Gedaliah 
and its composition we must allow time for the country to settle 
down, for the Aaronite priests to migrate to Jerusalem, for the 
amalgamation of the Judaean book J with the North Israelite 
book E, into JE, and for the conviction that the book of #ra so 
produced was inadequate. All this could scarcely have taken 
place in less than twenty years, and may have occupied a much 
longer space of time. On the other hand it is practically certain 
that Deuteronomy was substantially completed in the time of / 
Zerubbabel ; for from his days onward Samaria’s growing jealousy 
of Judah would have made the unification of worship impossible, 
if it had not been already an accomplished fact. We may, there- 


1 It is, however, not impossible that some of the details were suggested to a 
later editor by Ezek. vi 5. 


Kk2 
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fore, conclude that the composition of Deuteronomy belongs to 
the generation which closed about 520 B.C. 

Deuteronomy is a Palestinian work, and if the date assigned 
to it above be accepted, our ideas about Palestine in the middle 
of the sixth century B.C. must be considerably modified. In 
what was once considered a barren period of history in a wasted 
land there arose a book with which the Saviour of the world 
fortified His soul in temptation. Truly the desert can rejoice 
and blossom like the rose! 

R. H. KENNETT. 
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THE publication of the editio princeps of the works of Niceta 
of Remesiana by Dr Burn? after the lapse of fifteen hundred 
years, is one of the most striking results of the patient construc- 
tive work of historical criticism. The memory of his work seems 
to have died out with the memory of the Latin Christianity of 
the Danube. The Western Church of the following centuries 
regarded the Church of the Danube provinces as the home of the 
Visigoths and Ostrogoths and the seed-plot of Arianism. It 
forgot that there had been a flourishing school of theology in 
those parts before the rise of Arianism. It forgot the biblical 
work of Victorinus of Pettau. St Ambrose, St Jerome, St 
Augustine, and St Leo alone occupied the theological horizon. 
The Church sang the Te Deum, but attributed it to one or other 
of the Western theologians, It read the treatise de Symbolo 
but regarded some one or other of the Western writers, whose 
names and works were better known, as its author. Light began 
to break through to the giants of patristic learning of the seven- 
teenth and eighteenth centuries such as Ph. Labbe and John 
Prosdocimus Zabeo of Venice, but they were scarcely able to 
counteract the traditions of the Western Church. It remained 
for Dom Morin, the Benedictine student of Maredsous, to see 
first of all the full meaning of the references to Niceta of Dacia 
in the poems of Paulinus of Nola, and the value of the note: 
“Neceta comarba Petair doronai in cantaic-se’, prefixed to the 
text of the Ze Deum in the ‘Liber Hymnorum’ and other Irish 
MSS*. Dr Burn had the good fortune to introduce the dis- 
coveries of Dom Morin as to the authorship of the Ze Deum to 
English theologians, and he has now had the pleasure and the 

1 Niceta of Remesiana: His Life and Works, By A. E. Burn, D.D. (Cambridge: 
at the University Press. 1905). 

2 The Irish Liber Hymnorum, Henry Bradshaw Society vol. i p. 59. 
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Cambridge University Press the honour of publishing the scat- 
tered works of Niceta, and thus of giving tardy recognition to 
one whose treatise de Symbolo was honoured by Cassiodorus, 
the minister of Theodoric, and whose name in an ancient order 
of Catechists is numbered amongst the Doctors of the Church 
between St Hilary and St Jerome’. o 

The publication of the de Symbolo and the 7Je Deum as 
the undisputed works of Niceta is a landmark in the history of 
the Creeds,and may also be a new landmark in the history of the 
Gallican and Celtic liturgies. It is possible that when the edition 
of the Western liturgies, for which we may still have to wait 
some time, is published, the Hispano-Gallican group of liturgies 
will no longer be traced to Ephesus but to the Danube. May 
not the richness of their formularies and the Greek characteristics 
which distinguish them from the Roman liturgy be traceable to 
contact with the Greek uses of Thrace and Bithynia and Cappa- 
docia rather than to the Greek traditions of Marseilles and Ephesus 
and Lesser Asia? 

But for the present the interest centres in the origin of the 
Textus Receptus of the Apostles’ Creed. The Creed of Niceta 
which is incorporated in the treatise de Symbolo is the Textus 
Receptus in embryo. In contains the addition ‘creatorem coeli 
et terrae’ in Art. i, the important ‘inde’ in Art. viii, and the 
‘catholicam’ and ‘communionem sanctorum’ in Art. x. In all these 
it stands in strong contrast with the conservative formulary of the 
old Creed of Rome. As long as these were associated with the 
supposed Gallican authorship of the treatise de Symbolo, the con- 
clusions of Dr Kattenbusch that they were Western accretions to 
the old Creed of Rome could but remain unchallenged. Moreover 
they strengthened the thesis of Dr Kattenbusch’s great work? 
that the old Creed of Rome was itself enriched by these accretions 
in Gaul, and the corollary of Dr Burn, that they were finally 
incorporated and authorized in Rome, and from Rome won final 
acceptance in the Western Church. Dr Burn, loyal to the last in 
his allegiance to Dr Kattenbusch, still notes that the Creed of 
Niceta was little more than an enriched edition of the old Creed 


1 Burn Niceta p. 156. 
* Ferdinand Kattenbusch Das apostolische Symbol. 2 vols. 1894, 1900. 
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of Rome: ‘I agree with Kattenbusch that the torm used was 
the old Roman with some slight variations.’ 

But the conviction has been slowly gaining ground that the 
thesis of Dr Kattenbusch is not the last word as to the origin of 
the 7extus Receptus. Rome was not the only centre of missionary 
activity in the West. There was an equally important advance 
of missionary enterprise north of the Apennines. Harnack, in his 
illuminating work on the Missions of the Church before the 
Council of Nicaea, says that the Church path from North Italy 
was not to Rome, but by the shorter road by way of the Balkans 
to the East*. There are traces of this Eastern source of North 
Italian Christianity in the legendary history of the Church of 
Ravenna. St Apollinaris stays in the house of a certain soldier of 
Asia, named Irenaeus. He heals Thecla, the wife of a military 
tribune *, He is exiled to Illyricum, and travels through Salona, 
Pannonia, along the Danube to Thrace before he returns to 
Ravenna by way of Greece*. The ‘passus’ of the Creed of 
Milan, the ‘catholicam’, the ‘resurrectionem huius carnis’ of 
Aquileia all point to the same’ Eastern source. It would 
appear that at the close of the third century or at the beginning 
of the fourth this stream of Danubian influence passed through 
the Alps into Southern Gaul, and before the time of Phoebadius 
of Agen became a secondary source of Eastern or ‘ Greek’ tradition 
in the lower Rhone valley. 

But there was another line of advance north of the Alps. The 
imperial road from Byzantium to the west after leaving Reme- 
siana struck up the Drave valley by way of Sirmium to Pettau. 
At Pettau this great road forked. The southern line struck 
across the Alps to Aquileia and North Italy, the northern line con- 
tinued its course up the Drave, through Noricum and the Dolomite 
country, across the Brenner into Rhaetia and the Bavarian 
Highlands, and by way of Bregentium and the Lake of Constance 
to Basel to enter at last the great plains of Gaul. The sources of 
Christianity in Noricum and Rhaetia are to be traced to this 
line of advance. But more important still was the influence of 


1 Burn Niceta p. Ixxv. 

? Harnack Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums p. 504. 

* Spicilegium Ravennatis Historiae ap. Muratori Rerum Italicarum Scriptores vol. i 
pt. ii p. 530. 

* Agnelli Liber Pontificalis sive Vitae Pontificumm Ravennatium ap. Muratori op. cit. 
vol. ii pt. i p. 32. 
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the Burgundian and Gothic hosts who marched along this line in 
the opening years of the fifth century. They had come into 
contact with the Christianity of the Danube, Arian and Orthodox 
alike. Their traditions, their use, were Eastern rather than 
Western ; their Creed, if we could touch upon it, was the Creed of 
the Danube, the common Creed which Arians and Orthodox alike 
used as the foundation of their Faith. This Creed we do not 
touch in Gaul in the age of the Visigoths, but we touch it on the 
Danube in the treatise of Niceta. We find it in Gaul as soon as 
the process of assimilation had taken place after the reconciliation 
ofthe Arians. Is there any reason to doubt that the source was 
acommon one? Is there not good reason to think that the two 
lines of Eastern influence, branching from Pettau, the one 
advancing through North Italy to the lower Rhone valley, the 
other through the Drave valley and behind the Alps to the upper 
Rhone valley, are the source not only of the so-called Gallican 
enrichments of the Creed in the 7extus Receptus of the Gallican 
service-books, but also of those Eastern features and formularies, 
such as the frequent devotional use of the title ‘ Salvator’, which 
characterize the Gallican, Spanish, and British Liturgies. 

If Rome was the source of the enrichments of the Textus Receptus, 
why is it that they do not appear in Rome as early as they do 
on the Danube and in Gaul? And why is it that the text of the 
old Roman Creed remains crystallized throughout the centuries? 
This conservatism of expression is consistent with a belief in 
Rome of its apostolic authority, but raises the suspicion that it 
had been disconnected from its sources. There are many examples 
in natural history of an organism breaking off from its parent 
organism in the course of developement, and retaining persistently 
the features of its parent throughout its future existence, the parent 
organism meanwhile developing under the more free and healthy 
conditions of its original environment. If the old Creed of Rome 
was broken off from its parent stem in Asia in the middle of the 
second century, the problem seems to be explained. The old 
Creed of Asia, the parent organism, continued to develope and 
enrich itself under the stress of its original environment; the 
old Creed of Rome, venerable and venerated for its apostolic 


authority, but cut off from its natural environment, remained 
unaltered. 
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Dr Kattenbusch suggests that the old Creed of Rome was 
formulated by some prominent Roman in the early years of the 
second century’, and was introduced into Asia by Polycarp on 
the occasion of his visit to Rome in the episcopate of Anicetus ?. 
But if this was so, would not the actual condition of the Creeds be 
reversed? Should we not see the old Creed of Rome constantly 
growing as each new heresy made its mark in Rome, and the Creed 
of Asia so far venerated as to remain untouched ‘in its original 
form? There is nothing on the other hand to prevent the inver- 
sion of Kattenbusch’s position. Granted that the Creeds of 
Rome and Asia were practically identical in the latter years of 
the second century, the work of Polycarp may have been to 
introduce the Creed of Asia to Rome rather than to introduce 
the Creed of Rome to Asia. Anicetus was the first successor of 
St Peter who was of Eastern origin, according to tradition, a 
Syrian by birth. He and Polycarp discussed many things besides 
the Paschal question®. It is at least possible, when they made 
peace together, that Anicetus took the opportunity of adopting 
the Creed of Asia as the apostolic Creed of the Church of Rome. 
This was in or about 154*. Once adopted, it would receive in 
Rome special veneration, such veneration as once and for all 
checked its natural developement. The old Creed of Asia, still 
in its own land and subject to its original conditions, continued to 
grow as it had already grown, and slowly to receive those 
enrichments which ultimately were trausmitted by way of the 
Danube to the Zextus Receptus. 1t would appear, then, that the 
Textus Receptus represents to us the natural growth of the old 
Creed of Asia and not a late edition of the old Creed of Rome ; 
that it is the old mother Creed of Christendom with many marks 
in it of Catholic enrichment and of the stress of a vigorous life: 
whilst the old Creed of Rome represents one of its earliest 
offshoots, venerable in its antiquity, and yet somewhat crystal- 
lized by its long isolation. The old Creed of Rome indeed 
remained for centuries the Apostolic Creed ; the old Creed of 
Asia developed into the Catholic Creed of the West. 


1 Kattenbusch 4p. Symb, vol. ii p. 330. He suggests Euaristus or Alexander. 

? Ibid. p. 187. 3 Eusebius 7. E. v 24. 

* Marcion is no doubt a witness to the existence of a Creed at Rome before 148, 
but there is not evidence to shew what Creed this was. 
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One of the most striking marks of isolation and a most 
significant point of comparison between the old Creed of Rome 
and the Zertus Receptus is the persistence in Art. viii of inde 
in the Zextus Receptus and unde in the Creed of Rome. The 
Eastern theological Creeds use only kal épxdyevoy, or some 
equivalent form. The wnde in the old Creed of Rome is 
represented invariably by the Greek 5@ev. This 6@ev occurs in 
the Creed of Marcellus of Ancyra, which on other grounds has 
been identified not with the Creed of Asia but with the Creed of 
Rome. There is one apparent exception to an invariable use, 
the presence of Sev in the Creed of St Basil of 375. This is 
the form given in the treatise de Fide. This treatise, or sermo 
as it is called, is inserted between a Prooemium de iudicio Dei 
and the Moralia. It has been regarded as a treatise written in 
reply to enquiries made by some members of a monastic body. 
This, however, can only hold good if it is an integral part of the 
larger treatise. But it is not. The fragment de Fide is in the 
form of a letter, and differs in style, not only from the Prove- 
mium but from the introductory sentences to the Moralia which 
follow it. It is clear from the closing sentences of the Prooemium 
that some definition of the Faith formed part of the original 
treatise. The present fragment or letter has been substituted for 
the original section. This at least is recognized as a difficulty 
by the Benedictine editor, Dom Garnier, in his criticism of Tille- 
mont*. Is there any clue to the purpose of the letter? It is 
addressed to some one in high position. It belongs to a period 
at which St Basil was in correspondence with the Western 
Bishops. Is it not perhaps an ‘ apologia pro fide sua’ to Damasus 
of Rome? Like Marcellus of Ancyra, he would accommodate 
himself as far as possible to the Confession of the Western Church. 
It may therefore be from a Greek copy of the old Creed of Rome 
that he derived the 56er in this Creed. It can only bea suggestion, 
but it is one which explains an anomaly, and is consistent with 
St Basil’s anxiety at this time to win the sympathy of the Western 
Church. 

But, it may be asked, is there any evidence against the use of 
50ev in the Greek Creeds? The article is, as a rule, introduced 
by the conjunction in these Creeds. There is, however, one 

? Basil Opp. ed. Ben. vol. ii p. 223. 2 Ibid. Praef. p. xiii. 
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Creed which gives a clue to the answer. The Creed of Nike, of 
359, is one of the group of Creeds connected with the Council of 
Ariminum. In the text or body of the Creed is the Eastern form 
épxouevov. But among the supplementary clauses under Art. ix 
on the Mission of the Holy Ghost, Arts. vi-viii are repeated, and 
Art. viii reads, éxei0ev épydpuevos xpivar (dvtas cal vexpots, in 
close agreement with the ‘inde’ of the Zextus Receptus. This is 
not only evidence from the Church of the Danube, but shews 
that the inde and éxei@ev were as closely related in the Danubian 
Creed as the unde and S6ev in the Creed of Rome. The déev 
of St Basil need not therefore be necessarily regarded as evidence 
against the use of ‘inde’ in the original source of the Tertius 
Receptus. 

An important feature of the 7exius Receptus is the presence of 
‘catholicam’ in Art. x. The phrase took its rise amid the 
theological controversies of Asia in the second century. Like the 
addition rév mapdkAnrov in Art. ix, it was intimately associated 
with the contest between the Catholic Church and the Montanists. 
The word was never assimilated by the old Creed of Rome. 
It occurs inthe Creed forms of Firmilian of Caesarea. It occurs 
in the Asiatic ‘acta sincera’, It appears on the Danube in the 
Creed of Niceta, in the Ravenna Creed in one of the Sermons of 
Peter Chrysologus, and in the Creed of Aquileia, published by 
de Rubeis. It would appear to have been part of the enrich- 
ment of the apostolic Creed of Asia, and to have been recognized 
along the line of advance through North Italy. It appears in 
Gaul in the Creed of Faustus of Riez. 

The clause ‘sanctorum communionem’ in Art. x makes its 
first appearance in the Creed of the Danube. As long as the 
authorship of the treatise de Symbolo remained doubtful, the 
presence of this clause in the Creed of Niceta suggested a Gallican 
origin, the clause being first recognized as an integral part of the 
Western Creed in the Gallican Church. But while the works 
of Niceta were preparing for the press, other evidence for the 
Danubian origin of the clause was discovered by Dom Morin in 
a Creed attributed by him with good cause to St Jerome, and 
published in his Amecdota Maredsolana. Dr Burn thinks that 
this Creed may have been presented by Jerome to Cyril, of 

1 Anecdot. Maredsol. vol. iii pp. iii, 199. 
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Jerusalem, in token of his orthodoxy about the year 377%. It is 
the baptismal Creed of Jerome enlarged in the earlier clauses 
in reference to the current controversy in the Churches of the 
Danube. It is a witness for the Creed of Western Illyricum ; for 
Stridon, the birthplace of Jerome, was in Dalmatia, on the borders 
of Pannonia, and belonged at that time to Western Illyricum. 
Again, we are almost forced to admit a Danubian origin for a 
Gallican formulary. Indeed, Dr Burn admits the force of the 
evidence: ‘The new evidence seems to justify Dr. Sanday’s 
argument that there was a strong set of the current of influence 
from behind the Balkans through Aquileia to Milan, and so to 
Gaul.’ 

Can the ‘sanctorum communionem’ be traced further? 
Irenaeus, in his account of the Marcosian heresy, gives a baptismal 
formulary, which has every appearance of being a travesty of the 
baptismal Creed of Asia in 160 A.D. It contains six articles. 
The first three are based upon the formulary of St Matthew 
xxviii 18. The last three are on Unity, Redemption, and Com- 
munion, and correspond with the articles on the Unity of the 
Church, the Remission of Sins, and the Communion of Saints 
in the Apostles’ Creed. These three articles in the Marcosian 
formulary are els €vwow, xai dnoAvTpwow, cal Kowerlay trav dvvdpewr’. 
If, as is suggested, and as a study of the other Marcosian 
formularies and rites in these chapters of Irenaeus seems to prove, 
this Creed is based upon the Creed of the Church, it is possible to 
restore the last clauses of the Creed of Asia in 160 as follows: 
els play éxxAnoiay, els Gdeow tov dpapridr, els xowwwvlay tdv daylwv. 
The évwow of Marcus represents the Unity of the Church in the 
Catholic Creed. The dxodvrpwow when compared with Col.i14, 
év ¢ éxopev Thy dnodirpwow, thy apeow tov dpapriay, represents the 
Article on Holy Baptism. The xowwvlav rév dvvduewr is the 
equivalent of the xowwvrlay rév dylwy and the ‘sanctorum com- 
munionem ’ of the Zextus Receptus*. 

Zahn, in his notes on the Apostles’ Creed‘, says: ‘ It is highly 
probable that the Latin words are the translation of a Greek 
original ... tiv xowwvlay réy dyiwy ... and dy would certainly 
first suggest to Greeks the Lord’s Supper.’ The Marcosian phrase 

» Burn Niceta p. xxviii. * Irenaeus Haer. i 21. 3. 

* J. T. S., April 1905, vol. vi no. 23 p. 407. * Expositor, 1898, p. 140. 
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gives emphasis to this explanation. It might perhaps have 
reference to the heavenly powers, the Gnostic aeons, but not to 
the elect members of the Marcosian community. The simplest 
reference of these three Creed articles is to the Church and the two 
sacraments of Holy Baptism and Holy Communion. And there is 
one other witness to this earliest form of the Creed articles in the 
Creed which is recited at the beginning of the Morning Service of 
the Armenian Church. It is printed by Hahn’, from the Quellen 
of Caspari: ‘ Wir glauben an die Vergebung der Siinden in der 
heiligen Kirche und in der Gemeinschaft der Heiligen.’ There 
is the suggestion of the three Marcosian articles, and of these 
alone, though it cannot be determined whether the reference is to 
the ‘sancta’ or the ‘ sancti’. 

The reference to the ‘sancta’ was lost very early, for Niceta 
certainly refers the ‘sanctorum communionem’ to the ‘ sancti’. 
‘Ecclesia quid est aliud quam sanctorum omnium congregatio?’ 
He then enumerates patriarchs, prophets, apostles, and martyrs, 
and adds: ‘etiam angeli, etiam virtutes et potestates supernae 
in hac una confoederantur ecclesia.’ He concludes: ‘Ergo in 
hac una ecclesia credis te communionem consecuturum esse san- 
ctorum.’? But the older meaning was not altogether lost sight of. 
Dom Morin, commenting on the exposition of the clause in the 
Codex Sessorianus 52, says: ‘A propos de l'article sanctorum 
communionem on rappelle l’obligation imposée 4 chaque fidéle de 
communier tous les dimanches ; ce qui oblige d’assigner a la piéce 
une assez haute antiquité.* Though the Collection of Sermons 
in this Codex was formed in the ninth century, Caspari refers 
this particular sermon to the seventh. It may belong to an 
even earlier date, for among the seplem remissiones peccatorum 
is mentioned the remissio per martyrium, which would refer it 
at least to the fourth century. 

There is also the witness of a Norman-French text in a MS 
of the twelfth century, which, though it stands almost alone, 
cannot for that reason be altogether disregarded: ‘ Jeo crei el 
Seint Espirit ; seinte eglise catholica ; la communiun des seintes 
choses.’ # 

Is it that the Latin Church of the Danube took advantage of 


1 Hahn Symbole p. 155. 2 Niceta de Symb. c. x. 
* Kattenbusch Apost. Symb. ii 743. * Hahn Symbole p. 83. 
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the ambiguity to strengthen the idea of the Communion of the 
Church as against the Churches of the Arians and other bodies? 
Niceta is emphatic as to communion in the one church: ‘ Scito 
unam hanc esse ecclesiam catholicam in omni orbe terrae con- 
stitutam ; cuius communionem debes firmiter retinere. Sunt 
quidem et aliae pseudo-ecclesiae, sed nihil tibi commune cum illis 
ut puta Manichaeorum, Cataphrigarum, Marcionistarum, vel 
ceterorum haereticorum sive schismaticorum, quia iam desinunt 
esse ecclesiae istae sanctae.’? 

And may it not be through one or other of these sources, one 
or other of these pseudo-ecclesiae, whether among the Goths or 
the Burgundians, Arians or Photinians, all of which held the 
holy mysteries in the highest veneration, that the older meaning 
of the words was handed on to come up to the surface in later 
years after the final reconciliation between Arian and Catholic 
had taken place? It can but be a suggestion, but some suggestion 
is called for by the evidence of the sermon in Codex Sessor. 52 
and the Norman French Creed. They probably represent the 
older, truer sense of the clause ‘ sanctorum communionem ’ in its 
sense of fellowship in the Holy Mysteries of the Body and Blood 
of Christ. 

An interesting point is raised by the clause descendit ad 
inferna in Art. iv. It is not in the Creed of Niceta. And yet 
its Danubian authority is undoubted. It appears first of all in 
the creeds connected with the Council of Ariminum in 359 and 
360. It has been suggested that the Creed of Sirmium, the 
Dated Creed of 359, was drawn up with some reference to the 
Creed of the Church in that part of Pannonia. The frequent 
allusion to Latin originals and Greek translations in the trans- 
actions of 359 and 360 point to the use of a Latin Creed by 
Valens of Mursa and the Arian Bishops who were supporting him. 
In the Sirmian Creed the clause takes the place of the ragévra ; in 
the Creeds of Nike and Constantinople it is added to the ragévra. 
Kattenbusch states that its dogmatic significance lies in the 
controversies prior to the year 300. But it was not unknown in 
the teaching of the fourth century. Cyril of Jerusalem speaks of 
the Descent into Hell in connexion with the Burial of Christ, not 
as the equivalent of it, but as enhancing the glory of the Resur- 

1 Niceta de Symb. c. x. 
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rection’. And it is possible that the clause had some bearing 
on the Origenist teaching of the Church of the Danube. Other 
features, such as the Auius carnis resurrectionem in Art. xii of 
the Latin Creeds of this district may be referred to the Origenist 
controversy. There was at the time of the Council of Nicaea 
a distinctly anti-Origenist leaning among the Western Bishops. 
Victorinus of Pettau had himself visited the great library of 
Caesarea. His visit and his studies cannot have been without 
influence on the Danube. But apart from its theological signi- 
ficance, the clause has an important bearing on Creed develope- 
ment. It is absent from the Creed of Niceta. It is present, how- 
ever, in the new Creed of Jerome, and in the Creed of Aquileia. 
The affinity of a Creed does not always depend on the presence 
or absence of a particular clause, but on cumulative evidence 
derived from its general characteristics and from the historical 
associations in which it is found. The absence of the clause 
creatorem caeli et terrae from the Gallican Creeds of the fifth 
century is not, therefore. sufficient in itself to disprove the affinity 
of these Creeds with the Creed of the Danube, or to prove an 
independent origin for them. 

Another touch in the Creed of Niceta seems to be closely 
connected with the clause descendit ad inferna. Art. v reads: 
tertia die resurrexit vivus a mortuis. The teaching of the 
Descent into Hell is in Cyril of Jerusalem associated with 
the delivery of the patriarchs. The two ideas are so closely 
linked together that it is not hard to see a connexion between 
the vivus of the Creed of Niceta and the words of 1 Pet. iii 18: 
‘Mortificatus quidem carne, vivificatus autem spiritu.’ This 
vivus is also an important link in the chain of Creed-develope- 
ment to the west. The phrase vivens a mortuis occurs in the 
Creed of Aquileia, published by de Rubeis*, which shews that 
though absent from the Creed of Rufinus it was present in some 
one or other of the Creed-forms of the province. It is not found 
in the Creed of Priscillian, but is a constituent part of the Spanish 
Creeds from the sixth century onwards, that is, after the recon- 
ciliation of the Arians, and after what may probably be recognized 
as a consequence of this reconciliation, the taking up into the 
Creeds and formulas of the Church of forms and rites, ancient 

1 Cyr. Hier. Caé. iv 11-12, 2 See Hahn Symbole p. 44. 
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and orthodox in themselves and only looked on with suspicion 
as long as they were associated with Arianism. This adaptation 
of Arian uses is suggested by Duchesne in his treatment of the 
use of Milan}, and the toleration of the Arian rites of Auxentius 
by his successor St Ambrose: ‘ Saint Ambroise, son successeur, 
trouva établis beaucoup d’usages qui ne méritaient pas tous 
d’étre corrigés.’ The suggestion is far-reaching, and has to be 
reckoned with in the history of the origins of Creed and Liturgy 
in the Churches of Gaul and Spain. If the twenty years’ epis- 
copate of Auxentius is considered by the great liturgiologist to 
afford a sufficient explanation of the origin of the use of Milan, 
how much more reason is there for taking into consideration the 
influence of the long supremacy of the Gothic rule and the Arian 
or Danubian tradition in Gaul and Spain? The phrase vivus 
occurs, therefore, as we should expect it to occur sporadically, in 
the Creed of Theodulph of Orleans (ob. 821). It seems reason- 
able to think that as a Creed-form it accompanied the western 
advance of the Visigoths, to appear only sporadically in Gaul, to 
be adopted in Spain, but to be left on one side in the formation 
of the Zextus Receptus. 

The phrase Deum et Dominum or Dominum et Deum in Art. ii 
has a similar history. Ulphilas has Dominum et Deum nostrum, 
Germinius of Sirmium Dominum Deum nostrum, the Arian frag- 
ment associated with the Church of the Danube by Dr Mercati, 
Dominum nostrum et Deum. The phrase was therefore a con- 
stituent part of the Creed of the Danube, though absent from 
Niceta. It appears like vivus only sporadically in Gaul, in the 
Deus et Dominus of Ausonius and the Dominum Deum nostrum 
of Gregory of Tours. But Deum et Dominum is a typical feature 
of the Spanish Creeds. It is not sufficient to say that Martin ot 
Bracara was a native of Pannonia, and that the Danubian 
characteristic of the Spanish Creed may be traceable to his 
influence. So was Martin of Tours a native of Pannonia, but 
he would be bold who would attribute to his influence the 
Dominum Deum nostrum of Gregory of Tours. This, as well 
as the other characteristic features of the Danube, finds a more 
reasonable origin in the steady advance westward of the traditions 
of the Latin Christianity of the Danube. 


1 Duchesne Onigines du Culte chrétien p. 93. 
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Another feature of the Latin Creed of the Danube is the uius 
carnis resurrectionem of the Creed of Aquileia. It appears also 
in Phoebadius of Agen, c. 359, and therefore prior to the 
Visigothic advance. It is also in the Creed of the Mozarabic 
Liturgy. The phrase came into prominence in the Origenistic 
controversy at the close of the fourth century, and belongs to 
earlier disputations on the teaching of Origen in the Church of 
the Danube. It occurs in the letter written in 394 by Epiphanius 
of Cyprus against John of Jerusalem: ‘Quis autem patienter 
ferat Origenem lubricis argumentationibus resurrectionem carnis 
huius negantem?’! The letter only exists in the translation of 
Jerome, so that the phrase may be Jerome’s though the sense 
is that of Epiphanius. It is, however, important evidence as to 
the meaning and use of the phrase at that time. And in the 
light of this evidence, is there not reason to restore the Auius to 
the Creed of Niceta? Caspari read it into the uae of the exposi- 
tion of Niceta. This wae occurs in two passages in the treatise de 
Symbolo*: ‘Consequenter credis et carnis tuae resurrectionem et 
vitam aeternam’; and: ‘Sed tu, qui in Christum credis, carnis 
tuae resurrectionem profiteris.’ Burn says in his note: ‘ The ¢uae 
which comes to the preacher’s lips so readily does not point to 
carnis huius in the creed-form commented on. Caspari, misled 
by the Cod. Chisianus, which attributed the sermon to Niceta of 
Aquileia, compared Miss. et Sacr. Florent., “huius carnis nostrae”.’ 
But with the combined evidence of the Creed of Aquileia as given 
by Rufinus, and the use of the phrase by Epiphanius, there is 
some reason for thinking that the Auius lay behind the ¢uae of 
Niceta. Its reappearance in the Mozarabic Liturgy is another 
of the links which join the traditions of the Spanish Creed 
history with the traditions of the Danube. 

The addition creatorem caeli et terrae in Art. i is one of the 
most important characteristics of the Zertus Receptus. It has 
been the subject of so much controversy in its relation to the 
origin of the Zextus Receptus that it is important to give 
Dr Burn’s statement in his own words: ‘It remains true then 
that no pure Gallican Creed before 700 contains the clause 
creatorem caeli et terrae. Ne may verify this statement in the 
testimonies of Caesarius of Arles (¢ 533) and Eligius of Noyon 


? Epiph. Opp. ed. Colon, 1682, tom. ii p. 315. * Niceta de Symbolo cc. x, xi. 
VOL. VII. L1 
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(+ 659).’2 Dr Burn’s conclusions are based upon the use of 
the Zextus Receptus in the baptismal ceremonies described by 
Pirminius in his Dicta. Pirminius is dependent on an earlier 
work by Martin of Bracara, but quotes the Roman form of 
renunciation and introduces a reference to the Roman prayer 
of unction. It is implied that the Creed-form is therefore of 
Roman origin, and that for this reason ‘the Tertus Receptus 
is the old Roman Creed revised in Rome itself’? But though 
the argument is carefully worked out, it does not carry con- 
viction. The cumulative argument is stronger for the gradual 
growth of the Zextus Receptus in the churches directly or 
indirectly influenced by the Latin Christianity of the Danube. 

The clause creatorem caeli et terrae occurs in two authorities 
which are connected with the Church of the Danube, the treatise 
de Symbolo of Niceta, and the Arian fragments published by Mai 
and Mercati. Kattenbusch considers the authority of the Arian 
sermons the more ancient. The phrase had to compete in the 
West with other forms. The new Creed of Jerome in its opening 
clauses assimilates the phrases of the Theological Creeds. It has 
the form visibilium et invisibilium factorem. The Creed of the 
Expositio fidei attributed by Caspari to a Gallican author of 
the end of the sixth century has the phrase: ‘ invisibilem, 
visibilium et invisibilium omnium rerum conditorem.’* The 
Creed of the Bangor Antiphonary of the seventh century has: 
‘invisibilem, omnium creaturarum visibilium et invisibilium con- 
ditorem.’ The invisibilem in both these forms has affinity with 
the invisibili et impassibili of Aquileia. The shorter form of 
Niceta and the Arian fragments won its way slowly until it took 
its place in the Gallican service-books. It became in the opening 
years of the eighth century an integral part of the Zertus 
Receptus. 

The reference to Pirminius suggests the question as to the 
circumstances under which the various scattered phrases of the 
Creed of the Danube were sifted out or finally incorporated in 
the Tertus Receptus. The Creed of Pirminius is the Zertus 
Receptus. The Creed of Bangor is with some slight variations 
and additions the Zextus Recepius. The Creed of Caesarius of 


1 J. T. S. July 1902, p. 496. 2 Ibid. p. 483. 
* Hahn Symbole p. 73. 
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Arles is with very few exceptions, the chief one being the clause 
creatorem caeli et terrae, the Textus Recepius. The Creed of the 
Gallican service-books and the Ps.-Aug. Sermons 242 and 243 
is the Textus Receptus. The evidence seems gradually to centre 
round the Irish monasteries of Luxeuil and Bobbio, and to 
point to their influence as supplementary to that of Caesarius 
as the source and channel whence it slowly won its way in the 
Western Church. A comparison of the Interrogative Creed (B) 
in the Sacr. Gallicanum or Missal of Bobbio with the form of 
Creed in the English Baptismal Service shews the influence 
exerted in the West by the Celtic Missions. The English 
Baptismal Creed has the variant ‘ everlasting life after death’, 
which corresponds with the vifam habere post mortem of the 
Gallican rite. Dr Burn’s conclusion as to this Creed-form seems 
to contain the key to the solution of the problem: ‘B appears to 
me to be the work of some Irish monk who in the archetype 
of this section or in this MS itself improved the form after the 
model of the Bangor Antiphonary which also comes to us from 
Bobbio.’ ? 

The Celtic missionaries had special opportunities for assimi- 
lating the forms and traditions of the Latin Church of the 
Danube. The old diocese of Chur was on the great road from 
the Upper Drave to the Rhine. St Columban and his companion 
St Gall were welcomed on the Lake of Constance by the Christian 
priest of Arbon. The‘ pilgrimage’ of Fortunatus is evidence of the 
life of the Church in Noricum and Rhaetia in 565. It is not 
likely that it had been wholly stamped out in the forty years 
before the arrival of St Columban. The priest of Arbon was 
not the only priest in the district. His father would be a con- 
temporary of Fortunatus. Bregenz was the western end of the 
great road by the Vorarlberg to Innsbruck, the Brenner, and 
the Upper Drave valley. It was in touch with the old Christian 
centres of Augsburg and Chur. 

There is even to this day evidence of the continuity of the 
Latin occupation of these districts in the remnants of the old 
Latin language on the Inn and the Rhine. The Ladin dialect 
is peculiar to the Grisons, and still lingers in the valleys of the 
Vorder Rhein and the Hinter Rhein. The Romanche is spoken 

1 J. T. S. July 1902, p. 491. 
Ll2 
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in the Engadine. It is more widely spread than the Ladin, being 
somewhat more closely in touch through the Innthal with the 
Latin population of the Brenner. The preservation of these 
Latin dialects in the old diocese of Chur has an important 
bearing on the continuity of Latin Christianity in these parts. 

St Columban remained only a short time at Bregenz. His 
biographer Jonas writes: ‘Interea cogitatio in mentem ruit, ut 
Veneticorum qui et Sclavi dicuntur terminos adiret, coecasque 
mentes evangelica luce illustraret . . . Quievit in loco donec 
aditus ad Italiam viam pandat.’ The call seems to have come 
to him over the Brenner, to strengthen the Church along the 
highway of the East, on the confines of the ancient province 
of Illyricum. He left St Gallen on the Lake of Constance, and 
himself settled at Bobbio. 

St Columban worked in all for twenty-five years more or less 
in touch with the relics of the old Christianity of the Burgundian 
and Rhaetian peoples. His Celtic spirit of independence cut him 
off from the court clergy of Gaul and from the Catholicism of 
Rome. But the sympathetic nature, native to the Irish race, 
made him quick to appreciate the work and the traditions of the 
struggling Christianity which he met with on the Lake of 
Constance, and in the valleys of the Alps. It is probable that 
this Celtic sympathy led him to enrich the formularies of his 
own Church from the rites and traditions of the Latin Church 
of the Danube still surviving in Burgundy and Rhaetia. Bobbio 
became the great Celtic centre of learning in North Italy, while 
the monasteries of St Gallen and of Reichenau became the Celtic 
schools north of the Alps. They with the mother house of 
Luxeuil became the nursery of the so-called Gallican tradition, 
a tradition which was probably as much Illyrican as it was 
Gallican or Celtic. 

These Celtic missions not only quickened into new life the old 
Latin traditions of the Burgundian and Rhaetian Churches, but 
assimilated their traditions into their own life. Many of the 
peculiar Eastern features of the Celtic Liturgy may be traced 
to this source. The true tradition as to the authorship of the 
Te Deum has been handed down in Irish MSS. Nor is it 
altogether an accident that the collection of Gallican Masses 
published by Mone from a palimpsest MS of Reichenau are 
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‘entirely Gallican, without any admixture of Roman elements’. 
The collection is of the seventh century. They may represent 
the use of the Latin Churches of the Chur district in the time 
of St Gall and Pirminius. 

It is amid these traditions and along the line of the Celtic 
missions that the use of the Zextus Receptus may be sought, 
and from’ the great schools of Luxeuil, St Gallen, Reichenau, 
and Bobbio that it spread throughout the Western Church. 


THOMAS BARNS. 
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N° -vras ROP tov] in » fort ras aliq B? (v)~ow ad fin com] OL* = Y 
Thv]| om BNAQ 22 48 228 233 pe xarager] tr 48 228 4- «+. Ons] perewpradn 
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14 6A€Opov aijrav pydt].. . ext riv divapy ailrav] . . airav  pyde 
émortiis| . . ladlrav éforoOpeioa: rois dvacwlopévors e€ airav pndt 
15 ovykAcioys Tors Pevyovras airav év hyépa Oripews: © dudre eyyds typépa 
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om 95185  ¢Badov’] ewBadAov N* (w improb &! ¥'4 A 1° improb N°) exBadov 95 185 
wat (ov 5)] was vpes core Q™% + as BNA Q 22 48 51 86 95 153 185 233 war ov yoda 
36 86 97 om ov 62 147 wat vps eore ws 228 12. emdns] emdos A 86 equdns 
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avrov = avtav 3°] ot + avrov Q™ Syro-Hex™s 14. emorn(s)] orns A cuvem- 
orns Q (av)row 1°] avrov B (avray N** postea rursus avrov) A Q* = efodo- 
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war THY ynv 238 10....¥] poBw peyarw N*>('4) (mox poor peyay revoc) 
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dvéoty iwv . . pevOn cis vvev) cas éAdAnoe . . veri) Fv rods peyddry 


cov Aq efeBAnOny amevayrt Trav ofOadrpav cov = @ (apa) rpoc@now ad fin com] sows 
madw mpooBrepa mpos vaov ayov cov & mws emBAela mpos Tov vaoy Tov ayiov cov 
emPrepau] emorpepe R* (emBrAeWe NR! -Yar Ns) emorpevar 62 + pe WL (exe 22 5197) 
Tov vae*] Tov Aaov B*® roy vaov B*> NX om rov AQ’, (exc 51 62 97) **eayiov] Tov 
ayov & (exc 233 om tov) 6. OLY = Y mepiexvOn | emexvOn 22 vdwp] 
om 86 vdep por] vdwp pov N* (po N*) tr AQ 22 ews Yu(xns pov)] om pou 
BNAQ (hab Q* @® "'4) 48 62 147 283 aBvacos] Oaracca = exukoce 
pe] -cev pe BNAQ exadupe pe 86™ ecxatn] epvOpa Aq amepayros = es 
oxiopas] ecxiopas N* (es ox. KR”) 7. wateBny| pr et OL” (es yn)v 
poxAot] as ynv ns o poxan BNAQL wat. . (€) POopas {am pov] nat 
avaBntw pOopa (ans pou BN* 48 86 (7 (ay pov 86™) cat av. ex pOopas (ams pou 
No<("'d) Kar av. ex POopas n (an pou ADU (exc 48 86 7 (wm 95 185) war av. ex 
diapSopas (wns pou Aq xat av. ex pOopas {wns wou 2@ et ascendat corruptio vitae 
meae OL” @ win Maw qo \anmvo Syro-Hex mpos o€] om BR (hab 
x°("it)) A O 48 233 Syro-Hex (hab OL") 8. exhamwev] exuurev BN an 
epou Thy Yuxnv (pov)] thy Yuxnv pov am evou AQ 153 228 anima mea a me OL* 
am eyov] ef evov 22° (am evou 22) 62 86 147 Thy yoxnv (pov)] THY woxuv pov 147 
233 «ABor] €A6n 62 147 = tpo(aevxn)} evyn BN* TL mpocevxn N~*AQ 9. OL” 
=Y puAaccopevo: ad fin com] amo gvAagcovTwy paraornra enn... Aq o mapa. 
guAagoovres arpous paraiovs Tov eAcov avtwy ameBadovTto = eAeov] edcos BN* 
(eAcov N“* mox eAcos revoc) A 48 228* (eAcov 228) 283 eAaiov 62 147 autor} 
avrov 86 eyearedutov] -Acwov A Q* (-Acmov Q*) 10, awvecews| averws B* 
(-cews B®”) denoews 86™ xa] € pro « incep B* cot es (Gwrnpiov) | cor corrnprov 
B N* 48 es cwrnpov pov N**22*> AO 86 «as cwrnpiay pov 36 51 95 153 185 233 umep 
owpnpiov (s. cwrnpias) = tibi salvatori meo OL” @ wYo9 loo:® Syro-Hex 
Il. mpogerafe] mpogerayn BNAQ 48 86™ (mpoceragte 86) 95 153 185 228 233 mpo- 
ceragn 22 ewe Aq &@ praeceptum est OL” ko] om BAQ 86" (hab 86) 233 
OL" amo mv N°» (postea ras) 48 95 153 185 228 o xvpios 36 xupos Aq Z@ fuzs0 

sub # Syro-Hex em] es 62 147 em thv énpay| in aridam OL” super 
terram OL! 

Ill, 1. OLY OL! = Y 2. was 1°] om BS (hab N°* postea ras) 48 95 185 
mopevOnr.| mopevov 228 v(wevn)] vvevny N nineven OL" ninevi OL! v(«vevn) 
++.) ras aliq Y avn] prev BNAQ YL in eam OL” in ea OL! (€)AaAnoa mpos 
ae] A€AaAnwa mpos ce 158 ylos bu? SSasazo Syro-Hex (o ghas bSXx2. 
Syro-Hex™*) 3. vivevn] nineven OL” nineve OL* OL! (sic infra) + civitatem 
OL” OL (om OL’) nabs cada BN Q* (xabws Q*) & (exc 22 36 51 97) secundum 
quae OL! (sicut OL” OL") eAadnoe] -oev BRAQ 7a 0) adeo OL! (deo OL* 
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479 Oy dfoei mopeias 580d jpepav tprav: * cal Apgar . . [rod elo }ropeve- 
cba cis tiv wédw doe mlopelay jpépas] pads cal éxypuge wal elre Fr. 
5 Tpeis Huelpar Kal vivevt) kataotpadyoer .°.. cay of dvdpes vivevi) TO Oy 
kat . . [vyloreday Kai évedicavro cdxxous [dard puxpod aijrav Kal ews 
6 peyddou airév-* ...[Ad]yos mpds rév Baoréa ris vufevy]. . ory ard 
Tov Opdvov abrod . . . orodi abrod ad’ éavrod .. . Kov- Kal éxdburer éri 
7 orodod] .". . [kai] éppéOn ev rH vwev) .. . Kal mapa Tov peyw .. 
[Aeyévrwv of dv\Opwrot Kai ra kry . » . Bara pi) yevodobwolav pydiy 
8 pn dt vepérOwoar) Kai S8wp ph rwérwcav * Kai wepréBadov[ro] . . déxKovs 
ot dvOpwro Kal ra Krivn Kai dveBdnoav] pds tiv Ov éxrevas: kai 
dvéotpd ev Exacros dad ris 5800 abrod rijs rovy|pas| xal dd ris ddixias 
9 Tis ev xepolv ad... ovres® ris oldev ef peravojoe Kal wa *#*** Ojnoera 


Ill. 4° Chrys. Ad Theod. laps.i1s. Ad Pop, Antioch. iv t 7° Ad Pop. 
Antioch. iii 4 9, 10 Ad Theod. laps. i 15 


OL) = w( cer ropeas 0)80v nyepaw Trav] nv de woe 7 mopeas o8ov ny. Tp. 95 185 sicut 
iter tridui OL! (quasi itinere viae dierum trium OL” OL") = quepaw rp] tr 48 
153 228 4- (Tov eo) wopevec@a] Tov ecedOew BN (erowopeverdar NR”) 48 om Tov 
153 woe mopeav)) woe mopias A Q* (wopeav Q* woe mopeas 95 153 185 + od0u 
AQ 36 97 228 283 quasi itinere OL” sicut iter OL!  — nyepas] pepas N* (nw. NY) 
exnpuge] -fev BS (exnpuvgm N*) AQ Tpes npe(pa:)] a A’ reccepaxovra Q™ 
esi! horas qo Syro-Hex™® — nvevq] vwew Chrys + civitas OL" (om OL’) 
5. (vn)oreay) vnoriav B (vnoreay B*) & was eved. | as N* (xa N*) (amo 
pikpou av)Tow Kat ews peyadou avraw] amo peyadou avray ews puxpov avraw B 48 86 95 
185 228 (om avraw 1° 36 51 238) azo yuxpov avraw (om avrav AQ* hab Q™) cas 
Heyadou avraw NR ( postea pey. avr. ews puxp. avr. revoc) AQ om nar & (exc 36 62 97 
147) a maiore usque ad minorem eorum OL” a maximo usque ad minimum eorum 
OL! 6. (Ao)yos] Aaos X*-> (mox Aoyos revoc) Baoidea] Bava N* (Bactrca 
N°*) vv(evn)] vwveuns N* (s improb NX postea ras) nineves OL" (nineve OL’) 
ano]ex 86 rov)om62 ap eavrov]omOL!(abse OL") em] om OL* OL! 
an08(ov)] oxodov 86 7. (wax) eppeOn] om 86 (hab 86™) OL” OL! eppeOn 
«ppnin B*” Q* (eppedn B* Q*) epedn N* wapa Tov peyio...) wavTow peyoravav 
av7@ N°*,°” a maioribus civitatis eius OL” a magistratibus illius OL' (Aeyovraw)] 
Aeyav BN AQ 48 86™ (Acyovray 86) 95 153 185 dicens OL” OL! 430/ Syro-Hex 
(0¢ av)@paro—(vepeod )] o avOp Kas Ta KTNVYN Kat Ta mpoBaTa Ka or Boes py 
veyecOwoay Chrys ‘yevoac0wa (av) ] yevecOwsay N* (yevoadd, N™*)%”) A pndev] 
pndev A vepnecOaoay) + undev N* (om N*->) wat vdwp pn mveTwoay | pnde vdwp 
merwoay BA Q 48 95 185 nat vdwp un mverwoar N xa vdap pn merwoay 22 51 86 153 
228 «at viwp merwoay 233 neque aquam bibant OL*® OL! 8. mepieBadov(r0) | 
-Baddovro ¥ (exc 22 97) ka Ta eTHvn] om OL* OL! aveBo(noav) | + homines 
et iumenta OL” OL! ror 6y] pr xvprov 233 exrevas] ev icoxut Aq =O ave- 
orpe(per) | aweorpepay BX, (exc 22* 36 62 147 158) aveorpepay N°” O* 153 awecrpeper 
A 22" (aveorpeper 22) 36 62 147 a’ O eweorpepay Q™ avrou | avrav 22 48 95 185 
228 §wovn(pas)] wo sup ras seq pl litt A* «ar 5°] om 62 = amo] vo 22 om OL” 
(hab OL) Ts adimas THs] iniusta quae erat OL" iniquitate OL! g. Chrys 
=Y odey) «dev 185 228 € peravonoa) e emorpepe 153 228™% wan 
maxte*sOncera: | om BNA Q 48 86 153 228 238 OL” OL! 0 00] + «as wapaxAn- 
Onoerar 86™ 228 + xvpios ear mapaxAnd. 153 ano] ¢€ BNAQ 48 86 95 153 185 
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10 5 Oo Kai dwoorpaper dard dp. . . od abrod Kal ob pi) droddpeBa ;.. . 6 
0s ra Epya abrav Sr dréorpepay [drd rS\y Sdav abrav rév wovypov kal 
.. noe 5 Os eri rH xaxig § eAdAn . . ovfjoa abrois Kal ob éroinoe” 

1,2" [kat éAvmy|On lwvas Avayv peyddnv Kal or[vextOn] * Kal rporedgato mpos 
mv kai el... . TH yp pov; Sa rovro mpodpbaca| .... vyeiv els Oapoeis 
Sidre Eyvww Fre od eAenpwv ef] Kal oixripywv paxpobv Kal peravoav 

3 émi rais [xaxiaus|*. . wora Ke AdBe rv Yu... . Kaddv por Td droll aveiv 
4 pe paddov % Liv] pe * Kai clrev Ko mpds iwvav «i opddpa Acharya ov ; 
5 °xal é.. Oev iwvas éx THs méAews Kal éxdO . . dwévayte THs TOAEws* Kal 
éroin . . [€lavrd éxet oxyviv xal éxdOyro b . . Tw abrijs ev oxid Ews ob 
6 dvidy r . . . woke ° al mporérage KF 5 Oo Kol[AoxivOy) Kat dvéBn trép 
kepadijs love... dv trepdvw THs Kehadis ait[od Tod oxijaLew airG amd 
7 Tov Kaxov a... . xdpn lwas emi ri KodoxivOy . . [pelydryv * Kai 
mportrate 5 Oa ox... Vij TH éravprov Kal érdrage. . kvvOav Kai é&npavOn’ 
10 Ad Pop, Antioch. iii 4 IV. 7 Chrys. In Ps, xciv 


228 10. aweorpepav] anoarpeper exacros 36 + exagros 86 Chrys (al om) + unus- 
quisque OL” OL" OL! OL** woanmdad/ bro \. (otro pads 02807 + 
ry ye whole om Joo KUN Syro-Hex™ avrwv tov] avrov (al avrwy) 
Chrys em 77 kama 9) ra xaxa a A em tn kaxwoe & super mala OL” malitiam OL” 
de malignitate OL' de malitia OL*™ avros] avro N* (avras N“*) +0 xupios 
Chrys 

IV. 1, (eAvwn)6n]+em rovros 95 185 war ov(vexv0n) | smollo wo Syro- 
Hex™ et maestus factus est OL” confusus OL® confundebatur OL! 2. mpocev- 
faT0] mpoonuvgaro Bbetforte & A CO 22" nugaro 153 —_ mpos kv] mpos Tov Kupov 86 apud 
deum OL! ad dom OL” OL" mpoe(p0aca)} proposueram OL” OL" praeoccupa- 
veram OL! praeveni OL*** = @apaeis] Tarosos OL*** (Tharsis OL” OL®) ey- 
vav]+eyo X°* (moximprob)  o(7« ov eAenpwy «)] om « BRA Q 48 238 on ov Os 
€Aenuow Q ort ov (Geos adscr supra lin) ehenuwy e 62 ort ov e Kupie EAenuaw 86 oT: av 
€t Geos eAXenuwy 147 quia tu misericors es OL” quia tu misericors OL® ormTippow} 
oxreppow N-> A O* (-«ripy. Q*) peravoow em Tats (Kaxvais)] mapakadoupevos mept 
Tov kakov = peravowy em xaxias avOpwrav 86 o’ mapaxadovpevos 86™ 3. AaBe] 
+5n 62 147 153 228 po] om BN AQ 36 48 153 228 233 pou 97 paddov] om 
B (hab S°* postea ras) AQ 48 153 233 OL" (magis OL”) 9] « BR* (n N%) 
pe 2°] om R*> A Q*¥'4 (hab Q™) 36 51 147 153 228" OL* OL® 4. OL*® OL® 
=Y = mpos away ] om (adscr in mg) 228 €t opodpa) + ov N* (improb N“* postea 
ras) coxupws 8B™E om a 153 €t opodpa AcAvTnoat ov] apa Sinaws edumnOns = ec 
kahws ehumnOns Aq @ apodpa] valde OL” vehementer OL" 5. €x] azo 62 
147 (€)avrw] avrw 48 86 95 185 228" (eavrw 228) 233 (€)avrw exer oxnvny] 
exer oxnvnv cavrw A 62 147 ev oma] om 48 95 185 228 OL" (hab OL”) exer 36 pr 
exe. 86 = ews ov andy] ews ov av tdn 22 5197 ews ov agidn 86™ om ov Q andy] amdn 
BS Qagadin A 6. o(AoKxuvOn) 1° 2°] koAoKuyrn A Q* (-vOn Q*) xixeowa Aq @ miocov 
= wwva) pr rov 48 86 95 185 eius OL" (ionae OL®) —avrov] ionae OL" eius OL” 
(rov ox)a{ev avrw| om tov 36 97 147 Tov ox. avrov 86 (He)yaAnv] + opodpa 36 86 
22g%0rs lin 7- kat mpoceragey ad fin com] exeAcvoev madw o Oeos cxmAnK Ewin Kat 
enatafev Thy KodokuvOay Kat evOews efnpavOn Chrys 0 60] aw N* pris A Q 36 62 147 
233 dms OL” OL" Jos? Syro-Hex «fnpav67)] awe¢npavén BN A Q 36 48 86 95 185 
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8 *xal... 7G dvareiAar Tov HAuov Kal. . [5] Oo wv. Kavowvos cvyKaiovrt [kat 
erdrager] 5 Aus emi ri Kepadiy lolva cai ddAryoWixe Kal dredéyero 
9 TH Yux... +". KF b Oo mpds lwvay el... od eri TH KodoKivOy.. 
10 Avwnpat yd éws Gay. . od piv éheiow imip . . . ob éxaxowdbnoas éx’ 
airy obdé éfé..as abryv’ % éyev7On td vita Kal Hd vera dwddero" 
11 ™ éyd 88 ob peivopar tip .. rips wédews THs weydAns év H Kalréuxcdo) 
mheious 7) Sudexa prupuides GvaV" .. obx Syvwoay Sefav abtav 4 dpurrepiy 
airov Kal Krav Told ~~ 
+ 


wwvas OTL prg« _ 


I x *[KAl *ETENE]TO AOrOC KY TIPOC MIXAIAN TON TOY MW@PAQE) . 
. AIC *1G@DAOAM KAI *AXAZ KA] *EZEKIOY BACIAEQDN .. [YTIJEP Wy 
EIMEN TIEP) CAMAPEIAC KA) iAHM i 


2°... mdvres Adyous: Kal rpoceyérw ... of év abry Kal tora KF 6 Oo [ev] 


, — 7 eo ae SS s > a , 
3-+ papripwrv Ko é£ oikov dylov atrov- *... wopeveras éx Tov Térov 


10, 11 Ad eos qui scandal. i 6 


233 8. (0) 6c] prt AQ153 (0) bo—(«warager)] om 22 (hab 22*™) xavoawos) 
wavoow 48 © nsos] om 95 185 tw(va)] pr rov 48 86 95 185 (wAryo)yuxer] 
wrryoyuxncey BAQ 48 86 233 odryopuxyaer & odryopvyn 62 147 odcyoyuxe 95 185 
amecxapife Aq efeAvOn (s. mapedvOn) = © 9. %6 0 0c] om ko BQ 48 95 185 om 
o 6¢ 153 233 dms OL" deus OL! Jo? Jugso Syro-Hex cv]om95185 xo. 
AoxuvOn] Kodoxuvrn A Q* eyu] om OL! (hab OL") 10, OL® = Y pev] 
om BN AQ 4895153 185238  vmep] om OL! — em avrn] ex avtny BN (4) QC (aes 
autnv R~> Q*) 48 62 147 283 ew avrns N* A es avrny 86 om 95 153185 228 Chrys ovde] 
wat ove BN* (ovde N~>) A O war ovde 48 86 95185233  avrnjomChrys 7 eyernbn] 
n ovde eyevnOn 8E™ =. 1) e-yevn On vO vuKTa] 7 vm vuKTa eyevnOn A Q 36 233 7 xa vT0 
vu«ra eyev. 153 wat u(wo v)uera] om 97 II. peoua] + nunc parcam OL® (om 
OL’) vtep] om OL® (in OL’) om Chrys Ts peyadns| om A xa(roKoue)} 
-ov BRAQ+e avrn Q™ 153 228 Chrys = wAerous] mAsov N* (wAcous N*) ~~ 2°) 
om B &* (hab N*) A ovk eyvoray) AAW Ade Wy Syro-Hex™s #!"¢ nom 
avrov 1° 2°]om OL OL' Chrys = 3°) ovde AS6™ = kas KTNVN 7OAAa] Om Chrys 
moAAa | + €v avrn 8B™ 

Subscr Iovas ¢ BN Q Iwvas mpopyrns s A. twas € attxov pA 22 

Inscr Me:xaas y B* Mexatas y BPA Q Mixauas ¢ 22 I. 1. («as eyeve)ro Aoyos kv) 
Aoyes xvpiov os eyevero 228 Looe wor buz209 ob d.20 Syro-Hex i209 brag od 
Aa ote eho yl Lh wo Syro-Hex™ Tov pwpabe| tov pwpacda B (rov 
popade: A) tov papa: QO* (papacy O™) rov pwpabirny 22 51 rov papabyrnr 62 147 
Tov popaOnrnv 95 185 rov pwpach 97 om rov 228 wwahap] wa8ay 62 cavabav 147 
axa{] ayas Q* Bactrewr)] Bacihews A 36 62 147 pr row 95 185 (um)ep] rep Q 
86™ 153228 = ecBev] we AQ2 = Aus] pr wep BQ E (exc 36 228) weprAnp (sic) A 
2. mavres] om BAQ (hab Q™) 48 86 (hab 86™) 153 233 (hab Syro-Hex) o- 
*yous] Aoyov xupiov 36 om 228 = =—_ ot ] + Haroiovvres 22™© 233 cara] ao eorw O™ 
eo7mt 1583 eorw 228 kG 0 Oc) Kvpios xvpos B 48 86 zs AQ* (is 0 Os Q™) 233 
(ev) 2°] om 228 paprupiov) Siapaprupopevos = | yohens Syro-Hex™ owov] 
uypous 153 3. Torov] Tom sup ras A* (xa waraBnoera)| xa emBnoera A 153 
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4abrod: [xal xaraByoerat] cai ériBjorerar eri ra dy . . *[Kai cadev]O7- 
erat 7a Spy troxdtw . . [Kai ai xoddes] raxjoovra ds Kypds . . . Kal 
5 ws Dowp Kara... oer © dia doéBeay iaxwB wdvra radra Kal da dpapriav 
.. os tis 4 doéBea tax: obxt wap|dpea] cal ris } dpapria otxov 
6 tovda ody{t  tAqp; * Kat Ojoopar capdpeay eis [darwpopv]|Adxtov dypov 
kai eis puriav dwredX . . xatacrdow eis ydos Trovs AiOous . . Ta Oepédua 
7 abris droxadiyw ". . ra Ta yAvrra airijs karaxd. . . Ta TA po Odpara 
airis éumplycover év| wvpi: Kai mdvra ra eidwda air... . par els 
adavurpdv Sidre éx pur . . wopvys ovviyaye Kal éx pucOw . . [rdp\yys 
S cwéorpeper’ * évexey Tovrov [xderar Kai] Opyvijoe ropevoerat dvv|70- 
Seros] . . moujoerat xorerov ds Splaxdvrwv] . . Gos ds Ovyarépwv veupy- 
9 [vor] *. . [xarexpd}rycer % wAyyy airis: 8... 5a al Haro ws r.... 
10° of év yéO ph peyadiverOe [kai of évaxin pi) dvoilxodopetre é oixov 
11 [xatayéAwra yay xatabrdcacde eis xatalyéAwra] . . |" xarouxod|oa Kadas 
kabed[G ras wédeas adris odx é&|\e xarotxodca aivdv xdparbat olkov 


I, 11° Chrys. 4d Pop. Antioch. xviii 3. In Acta Apost. xliii 3 


om 233 at emByoetat] om B (hab B*® O*¥*™) AQ* =u] vnAa OF (vpn Q*) 
4- (kas cadev)Oncerar) eau avacadrevOnoera: 86™ "*¥'4 war garevOnoovra 153 Kas TaKn- 
covra Aq xa exraxnoovra (s, karataxnoovra) = ta} om 62 147 (was at Kot- 
Aades)] om ar 22 (hab 22") 51 97 war ws xorrades 153 5. Sia bis] & Q* TavTa 
tavra] tr Q* 153 raxwB 2°] pr rov BQ 48 86 233 pr oov 228 = ovr 2°] ov BQ 
86 153 233 cap(apea)) pr 7 48 95 185 71s ) apapria ad fin com] OLY = Y 
Ts) apapria] Twa Ta vynda = apapria| aceBeca 51 ouou | pr rov 86 stovda] 
topand 228 oux(« 7 Anu) om n BAQ 4 (exc ovx 7 cepovaadAnp 95 185) 6. 
(OL” = Y) es 1°] ws A 147 153 228 eis (ommpodpv)Aaxiov) o 1° sup ras A® 
-keov Q* es awpovs Aq es Bovvous = es 2°] ws 153 guriav] pureay BY A Q* 
7. avtns 2°] om OLY eump(noova)] -ow BA evapnoovew Q eumpnowo: 62 147 
-oopuat 153 (ev)] om 22 mopyns 1° 2°) mopyeas BAQ ©, (exc 22* 51 95 185) 
ouvryyarye—mopyns 2°] om 147 ouveorpepey] ereotpepey Q™E 228 wxarectpepe 62 147 
ovverpupe 158 8. («opera)] ope: 153 Opnvnce] mevOnce Q™ 228 mopev- 
cera] pr na 86 228 avu(moderos)] 0 avuTodnros 62 3p(axovrav)] vtw| sup 
ras B*> gepnywy Aq Acovraw © ws Ovyarepwy] ws Ovyarepes 153 om ws 228 orpov- 
Boxapnrov Aq = filiae OL* ceipn(vav)] oipnvev Q* Q. (*arexpa)rncev] 
wo Inn saho eh 400 Syro-Hex™ + autem OL” 7] om 153 10. oc ev ye 
Hn peyaduvecde] o1 ev ye pn avaryyeAnre Aq = pn 1°] om 86 peyaduvedde] 
-00a: 86 (wat o1 evanipn)| ot ev axe B (ev) Bayer Q™ war o1 ev axaperp 61 (41* = 
Y) wat o ev axexp 95 147 185 om xa 86 228 xravOyw Aq = xAavOpor © qui estis in 
acim OL* (un avor)codoperre) un avorxodounre 22 (-unrat 62 86 147) pen wAqere 
Aq = ef orxov] €f orxovens 86™ ef ovxov (xarayeAwra)] ev orxw xoos you Aq.. 
oppa @ (karayeAwra) 1°] xara yedw 86™ xarayeAwros (sic infra) 153 (ynv)] 
vyav A terram vos OL” («ara)wacace] -cracacda 62 -onacacbe 95 185 es} 
om BA Q (hab Q*) «is rov 86 super OL” wkara(yeAwra) 2°—moAes auras in com 
Seq] d:epxeade eavrois karorxovoa capep...Aq diaBaivere vyuy a Kabnpevat Kadws ... 
=... atcxuvopevn aicyuvn n mods avTn acxuvn @ II. («#aToiKov)ca | katrokovons 
86™ 95185  «aded(w)] om BAQ ras 22* (hab 22*) 48 86 153 228 2338 OL” Syro- 
Hex (moAcis)] oumas 86 (ove ef) )ADe—avrys| Chrys =Y (ove €f7)A0€ karouwovca 
away]... xaOnuevn cavawy (s. cevavy) Aq... KaToovoa cave @ (a' cavawy n 
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12. . pevov abris: Amperar éf bpiv whayyyv . . ys ™ ris Hpgaro els dyaba 
13 karouxovloy ddjivas ; Ori xaréBy xaxd rapa KU ami riAlas Anu ™ Wddos 
dppdrwv kai ir . . v Karouxotoa Aayels dpyyyds [duaprias| abry éori 
1479 Ovyarpl cui: dn & . . wav doéBev Tod imr- “8d rovTo [Sacres] 
efaroaredAopévous Ews KAnpovo . . 8 oixovs paraious oikor patatwy [eis 
15 Kev|dv éyévovro trois Baodciow ind: “ {ws rov]s xAnpovdpous gov dydyw 
got: Kato... [Aalxeis: KAnpovopiay ws ddodAap « . [i] dda ris Ovyarpis 
16 cu ™ Evpyou .. . Ta Téxva cov Ta Tpvpepa: . . . TH Edpnoiv cov ds 
1 derdés' Ste. . . cav dd aod * éyévovro Noy. « [Kdovs] Kal épyatdpevor 
axa év . .. Kal dpa rH jpépa . . . . [Shore odx pay mpos [rv Ov] . . 
a* xai éreipouv dypois: . . . . [dphalvods xai oikovs xareduvdorevov" Kai 


16 In Is, iii 9 


evduvovaa (sic) & care es komerov 86™) avav—otkov] sup ras B*® away) 
cevvaap B Q (cevvaay Q*) 36 (away 36*™*) 48 86 (aay 86™) 153 233 cevvay 62 147 
cavay 228 eva (al cevvaap al avay) Chrys in aelam OL” > Syro-Hex koypa- 
o6a] «s xowerov = plangite OL” Ampera] Anupera B A AnpecOau 62 Anpecde 95 
147 185 pr wa: 147 12. (OLY = Y) Ts npgaro es ayaba KaTo.kou(an 0d)uvas} 
ort nppwornoev as ayafov KaOnuevn papawd Aq om: evopucey (naAmoev?) eis ayabov 7 
KaTOWKOVCa Nn Mapamxkpavovoa = avapyevovea es ayabov KaTroiKovca es vyos @ eaTO.- 
wov(on)] xarouno: 62 karoxovoww 147 -xovoa 153 228 = (mvA)as) wvAas 36 51 97 147 
228 13. Popos] pro @ coep m (?-y) B*"4 — ¢arrouxovoar] quae habitat Aayes] 
Aaxis 147 153 = apxnyos] apxnya 86 avrn] avrns A (6 avrn Q™) om 228 eius 
haec OL” hab sub %& Syro-Hex eort]-w BAQ (eon Q*) eora: 153 = tn Ovyarp 
cv | huic domus istrahel OL” cw] ceav B* (cw B) ageBeva) pra A 95 
185 233 tov] huius OL” 14. (Swoes)] dwoe BQO 48 233 dwpa Aq = @ dabit 
OL” (Syro-Hex = Y) o.xous para.ous] Wevlous (s. evopatos) Aq ax(iB = ef avay- 
«ns @ prin OL* oot paraov| om BAQ 48 86 (hab 86™) 153 228 (hab 228™*) 
233 OL” Syro-Hex pr wxodopnnaare 62 147 (es xev)ov] es xarvov 62 147 es Keva 
153 («ev)ov eyevovro] xeva eyevero A Q* (-vovro Q* xevoy eyevovro Q™) 153 233 
ma] pr rov BQ 48 86 153 228 233 t€povgaAnp 228 15. €(ws) 1°—odoAAap] usque 
dum heredes adducant inhabitantes hereditates lachis usque odollam OL¥ €(ws) 
1° ad fin com] €ws Tov xAnpovopoy (rovs KAnpovopous @) ayaywor (afw s. ayaya co @) 
Karokovea Aaxeis KAnpovoyia’ ews odoAAap He n Sofa ~ THs Ovyarpos ff topand Aq @ 
€7% KAnpovopoy afw Kat Gor KaTOLMIA papega’ ews OdoAAapL Hee THS Bofns opanA = gov] 
om BAQY (exc 22365197) ayayw ca] ayaywow BAQ (ayayw cor Q™) 48 86 
153 228 233 ayayw cov 95 185 (Aa)xees] Aaxes 62 147 153 «Anpovojuay | Anpo- 
vowa BAQ 48 95 185 228 238 -1as 153 od0AAap] A 1° ras B* 4 oSoAapu 62 147 
153 (9)] om 62 147 (9) 80fa—xAnpovopeay in com 2 cap. II] om153 = cua] 
topand BA Q 48 86 (3 cw 86™) 233 16. OL" = Y fvpnoa) pr xa Chrys 
Gov Ta TpupEepa] Ta Tp. cov 48 86 228 23838 = Eupnow] xnpiay B* A Q* xnpecay B® Q* 
48 233 fupnow Q™ gnpnow 22 (xnpecay 22°? "0) 35 51 62 86 (Efp. rnv xnpeay a’ 
o padraxpwow 86™) 95 97 185 228 (xnpeay 228) | rq Syro-Hex Jhaw+0 P 
Jha ia, .) Syro-Hex™  (viduitatem OL”) 

II. 1. eyevovro] ova Aq = («omovs) war epyafopevor] om 62 = (8)xore ad fin com] 
ort toxupov xetp avrov Aq om: toxvev 9 Xelp avTwv & Bi:oT: exovow oxy THY KELpa avTWY 
cc) ove] om 233 mpos (rov @v)] om Tov 62 147 ad dom OL” ad deum OL! 
2. (oppa)vous] sub  Syro-Hex owovs] vs sup ras A* «ax o1wovs--avdpa 1°] om 
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Sijprafov dvbpa x. . Tov olxov abrod dv8pa kai riv KAnpovop*ay abrov 
3° da rodro rdde Aéyer Ko iBod .. KoyiLopas éxi riyv pudty ravryv xa .. dv 
ob pi) dpyre Tovs TpaxyAous ip .. ob pi) wopevOFpre dpOol égaidvys . . pos 
4 movnpos éoru * ey TH Hepa . . AnpOjoerar éf’ ipas rapaBody . . vnOy- 
cerat Opnvos év péder AeyovT##** Nartwpia éradairwpycaper . . Aaod pov 
kareperpyOn cxowiy [kai od] Fv 5 Kwrvcwv airiv rod éroor[papat of 
5 dlypot tpiv ScewerpyOnoav °8a .. x tora cor BdddAwv oxowiov ev 
6 «hy. . kAnoig Kv * pH Baxpvere Sdxpvo . . [Salxpvérwoay éxi rovrors of 
7 6f[Oarpot tpiv] ob yap drdcerat dveidn "éywv . . . rapwpyure TVG KU 
8 el raltra émernded|uara abrod éoriv; od of Aéyou...... * [Kat éu|rpo- 
abev 5 Aads pov els Ex pay dvrérrn xarélvavre ris elpyvys abrod. . . pay 
g Tov ddedéo bar éAwida cuvtpipov [rodd|uov- * Sd rodro of yyoUpevor Tod 
Aaod . . [drloppupjcovra: éx rav oixiv tpupijs . » Sud ra rovypa émery- 


OL' (hab OL") avdpa 1°} pr rov 228 avdpa 2°] pr xa BQ™ (om Q*) 48 228 
233 sub % Aq & Syro-Hex (om OL” OL') — xa ryv KAnpovopeay avrov] om 95 185 
3. THY Quan ravTqy] THY puAaKny THY exnv 153 plebem hanc (om hanc OL') OL" 
ou! apnre] evpnre 158 apecre 233 opGor] opOpo A efacpyns] om 228 
4. AnpOncera] Anupé. BA mapaBodn] om 158 Aeyovres] Aeyov BAQ 36 48 
86 153 228 233 Aeyovraw 22 51 6295 97 147 185 dicentium OL” €radamapnoa- 
pev} laboravitOL* ov] om 51 waTeperpnOn| karepepicOn 147 oxo] pr 
we BAQOL* («a ov) nv 0 KwAVoaW avTov Tov amogr(pepat) | mus atodoOnceras 
Ho ros yerroor; Aq mws avaxwpnoe por Tov emorpepa; = mws avagadevoe avrov Tov 
emotpepa; @  Kwrvowv] xwdvew 48 51 (62 scy xoAvocaw 147 scr kodvowv) 86 95 153 
185 233 anoor(pepa)] emorpepa: 62 147 vpov| nuav BA Q 22* (upor 22) 36 
51 (vestriOL”)  deperpnOnoay] diepepoOnoav B 22 48 (62 86 scr dieperpOnoay) 147 
233 ev pepiopos (Ss. Sapepiopos s. Sarpececr) Aq diepepioOnoay = pepre (s. diapeprer s. 
dieAe) @ 5. or] om 153 BaddAwv] om 158 Badew 228 pr qui OL” mv) 
kup 86 6. yn Saxpvere ad fin com] un oradafere crada(ovres ov oradaCere es 
Tovrous ov kaTraknyn evtpowas (0 Aeywv) Aq un emripare’ cay EmiTipnonTe ove emiTipow 
Te (fort. emtipowres TovTovs ov kwAve KaTacxuppos) = pn Saxpvere] pn wAauete 
BAQ 48 (62 147 scr daxpvera:) 153 228 233 pun Scaxpvere 86 nolite lacrimari OL” 
€m Tovras] em rovrw A Q* (em rovras Q*) 153 233 em rovro 86 ot of(Oarpor 
vpov)] om BAQD (hab 22 36 51 97 22887" M2) o og. vyaw em TovTo 86 om OL* 
Syro-Hex ov yap] ovde yap 48 228 wa: yap 62 ovedn] overder 62 7. Aeyov] 
pro BAQY (exc 36 51 [hab 51°) 95 97 185) promnisquiOL” pr quiOL* smapap- 
ce} -cev BA Q exasperaverunt OL” (inritavit OL*) « Ta(vra)|+7a BA Q™ 
(ov ravra ra Q*) 158 233 ov ravra 22 51 97 ov ravra ra 36 48 228 quia haec OLY 
OL* —avrov] avrav 153 ove] ovxx BA Q 36 48 62 147 153 233 ovx: 22 51 86 95 
97 185 228 ove ot Aoyo . . . ad fin com] pyre ov pnyara pov ayabuvover per avrov 
evdews mopevopevov; Aq pn w Acyo: pou ayabomoover Tw opbws avacTpepoperw; = 
8. (as €4)mpooOev—(ayrearn)] xa: ovvaytia... Aq mpo puas 8€ o Aaos pou ws €xOpos 
avreatn = (en) mpooOev] + avraw 147 - &s €xO(pay avTeoTn)] avregrn es €xOpav 
153 233 es] om OLY® €x0(pay)] expav A* (ex@pay A>?) (avreorn) ] 
avrixateotn A 36 («are)vayr: ad fin com] avo wwarw evdvparov efedvoare 
Tous odo:mopovyras apepipvas ex modepou X €Amda] eAmdas 48 62 147 238 
9. (OLY OL* = Y) 3a tovro] om B 48 ot] om BAQ 48 86 153 228 
233 Tov] om BAQ 48 86 95 153 185 228 283 (am)opppncovra) amopd. 
B ourov] omaow 62 147 omow 158 228 233 ta] om Q* (hab Q™) 
VOL. VIL Mm 
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10 Sevpara ai. . Onoav: éyyicare Specw aiwviows: ©. . ropevou Sri odk tor 
11 got airy ava... evexev dxabapoias’ SuepOdpyre . .. SuixOyre oddevis 
Sudxovros: . . . « [Wev]dés- éordAagé cor eis olvov Kai . . . Evra ex rijs 
12 oraydvos TOU Aaod . .™ . vos cuvaxOyoerar iaxwB , . [éx]dexdpuevos 
exdéfouat Tods . , . TOD MA. emt rd adrd Ojoopa . . . div abrav ds 
mpoBara év OK. . [roiuvhov év péow xoirns abrav éfa. . . . . avd Bnd 
13 * &a ris Kowys* .. . abrav duéxoway Kal SepAOov ... . adris: nai é&pOev 
III 16... mpd xpoowmov abrav 6 82 [Ke ipyjoerat airav]! Kal épet dxovcare 
8 ai [dpyai otxov iaxwB xal of] xardAouror ofxov mr: [ody ipiv éori].. rd 
2 kpipa ; ® wurovvres Ta KaAd Kal Cyroivres Ta rovnpa . . Lovres 7a. Séppara 
3 abrav dx’ abrav [Kal ras] odpxas abrav ard Tov doTaév abrav: *. . rov Karé- 
gayov Tas cdpxas Tod Aaod . . Ta Sépyara abrav dx’ abrav éfé5 .. ra. dora 
airav cvvéO\acav Kai épédAlwrav as] odpxas eis €Byra Kai ds Kpéals] . . 
4 ‘ ovrws Kexpagovras mpos KV kal.....@erat abrav’ Kal dmoorpépa Td mp .. 
[ab}rot dx’ airav év ro xapO exeivy] . . érovypeioavro év rois emir. . . 
5 ér abrovs: *rdde Neyer KE er . . . Tos wAavavras Tov Aadv pou. . . Tas 


III. 1° Chrys. Jn Joan. Homil. lii 1. 


Io. eons] -vy BAQ ga] vobis OL* avrn|}+ A om 62 147 228 (hab 
228*) diepOapnre) diepOecpare 185 II. ovdevos] ovdevos AQ (ev)des] 
yevdos B 48 62 153 228 233 mendax OL” eoradafe] -ferv BAQ oo] om 153 
Ts] Tov 228 12. .axwf] istrahel OL” (€x)3exopevos] in mg et sup ras A* 
Tov ma] Tov Aaov tovrov A avrow 1°] avrov B 48 233 (eorum OL” yooh? 
Syro-Hex) ws spoBara—xovrns avraw] (ws) woprov JRN Ow ws ayeAn ev peow 
Od? Jawaso? Aq ws Booxnpara ev oxupwpart ws ayeAn ev peow THs Epnuov =O 
(wowp)iov] moira 22 86 51 95 97 185 greges OL” JK ¢20 Syro-Hex aura 
2°] avrns 22 36 97 avaBno:| om B AQ 36 48 (62 147 scr avaBnOn) 153 13. 
(OL*® =Y) a rns d:axonns B A Q 36 48 228 (Staxowns 228") 31a rns oxomns 153 hea 
ns owns] aveBnda @ avaBnoera: o kiaxowrew S Ka t*}omA oo Be) «a 86 or: 153 
(yynaera)] mporyncera 86 pr drexoay 147 nyneaTo 158 

III. 1. «as epe] in tempore OL” axovoate | pr ravra 228 3] +7avra BAQ 
48 86 153 233+haec OL” Nya.e Syro-Hex _— az] om 62 147 228 (otwov) 1°) 
om 22 OL” rov 36 51 629597147185 (was ot) karadosmor o1kov iA] apxn orxov... 
Aq © ryoupeva... = ouxov 2°] om 153 (ovx vpuw €o7:)] ovy vow eon: 62 147 
Chrys ovy vwepewe 7m 153 9 ovx vpow = esr] -y BAQ 2. (OLY = Y) 
pucouvres| pr oo AQ 153 233 ax avrwy] + efede:pay 86 om 185 (*at Tas) capKas 
avrav | om 147 ocrwy] ocreew BAQ avtow 4°] om 97 3. Tov] om 153 
an avrwy] ano tw ogrewy avravw AQ 86™ (am avrav 86) 153 233 0m 62147 = oara] 
oorea B ovvebacay] ouvexecay A eueA(toav) | enepoay 22 36* (epedrcay 36) 
51 629597147185  AcByral -ras 153 xpea(s)] xpea BAQ («peas Q*) 48 86 95 
153 185 233 4. kexpagfovra:] Aq = Y Bonoovra = kv pr rov & (exc 86 51 
97 147 153 233) Kat avoorpepe | adkAa amoxpupe: = (av)rov] sup rasA* Tw 
Kaipw €(Kewo)] Ty Nuepa exeevn 228 €novnpevoayro ad fin com] exaxwoay ra em- 
tndevpara avtaw Aq emovnpevcavro iia tov emrndevparav = emovnpevoavro mee 
(s. evexev) Tov emrndevyarov avtav @ €m avrous] ew avrows 22 36 51 62 95 97 147 
185 om 228 (hab 228™) hab sub ~ Syro-Hex 5. avrow 1°} om 62 147 «x 
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dy trois ddotow abrav ***Kxn . . er abrois cipyvyv Kal oix . . [eis 7d 

6 ord|ua adrav ipyiacay éx’ air{ov] . .°. rodro vig ipiv érrar ef [Spdvews] 
7. . tpiv dora éx povrelas] . . . Trois mpopyras kalo... Hpépa "Kal 
karaurxy . . » evirva: xal xara... Kal karadadjoover [Kar abrav 

8 mdvres adrol] Siri ovk Era: 6 éraxovwy airav- *afAa piv] eyo 
éverjoOnv ioxvos ev Ti KU... (uaros kal Svvacreias Tod drayye .. @ 

9 taxwB doeBelas abrod Kal rd mA. . rias abrod- *dxovcare 8) Tara 
.. pevot olkov taxdB Kai of xardAourot .. mA of BSeAvordpevor kpiva Kat 
10 wav . . dp0a Siarrpépovres © of vixodopo . . cvdv év alpacr cal np év 
11 Gdixi[ars] @. . tpyovpevor abris pera Sdpwv Expr . . of lepeis abrijs pera 
puoOod dad xpivovro| xal of rpopira: airis pera. dp . . pavrevovro: Kal 
éxi tov kv érave|mavovto Aé€|yovres ody KE év Hyiv éorw; od [ur eréAOn 
12 eq)’ jas xaxd ™ dua todro Se ipas] . . dypds dporpabyoerat Kai a 


8* Chrys. Zn Is. it 10, De Libell. Rep. 2 


avrois expnvny’] ex avrov expnynvy BA Q 62 86 (er avrovs 86™) 153 e:pnyny ex avrov 48 
228 ex avrow eipnyny 147 233 wa: ove... ad fin com] «at ove edaxay em To cropa 
avroy nyacay em avrov modepov Aq © em de rovs yn didovras (s. xara Se Tow py 
d:5ovrew) es TO OTOpa avTa” OOO Ce FHC moAepous = (es To oro) pa] ev Tw 
oropars 62 147 nyacay] nyepay BAQ (nyacav Q™) 36 48 153 228 (nyacav 
228™*) (Qa.0 Syro-Hex) en avt(ov)] ew avrow 95 147 185 6. vw 1°) 
nuv 62147 «fjan086de OL ef (opacews)] wore un opay vpas= = ef (opacews) 
—eora 2°) om 95 185 (opacews) | -eaw 147 vpuv eoras| tr 48 95 185 228 nur 
eora 147 €« pavret(as)] wore pn pavreverOar vyas = nvepa]+luminis OL 
7. kat Karadkadnoovei—(avro)] xa: wepiBadovyra: em Tov xehewy avrav mayTes = 
(xar avrwy wayres avtor)| om 62 dioTt ove eorat o emaxovwy auto] S07: ove nv 
anoxpiots Tov Oeov = Sort ove eoTw aToxpiots cAwerp @ eora}] eorw Q™ 62 147 228 
€ 1 B enaxovoow AQ 36 vroxovay 86 233 vroxovcew 153 = avraw 2°) 
om OL* 8. ad(Aa pnv)—duvacraas] adAa pny eyw everAnoOny toxvos mevparos 
wat Kpiparos kas Suvacresas S exwdvOn (Ss. cuverxefn) eyw ips evenAnaOny ioxvos 
mevpatos...@ ad(Aa pyy)] cay pn BA QE (exc 22 51 95 97 185) om pny 62 147 
om 86 si OL* eyo everAnaOny toxvos] eya eutAnow oxy BQ YL, (exc 22 51 95 97 
185) eumanow eyw coxvv A om eyo 153 ego implevero virtutem OL® = everAnoOnv— 
dvvacteas] Chrys = Y = ev - 4 KV] ev TYevpaT: ayo 62 147 spiritu meo sancto OL* 
avrov] om OL 9. (OL'OL'=Y) = caxwB} mA ot KaTadormoL]| 01 efov- 
aafovres (s. Suvacrevovres) Aq@ «mAjianwB A =o 2°] om 153 to. (OL® 
OL'=Y) «ciav] cawy BQ (ciwy B>Q*) om A aipact] sanguinem OL! aan 
Chrys = adixt(aus)] adimevaus B* (-1ars B>) 11. aurns 1° 2° 3°) avrow 158 eorum 
OL‘ OL! ucdov] mercedibus OL* (mercede OL') —_ame(xpivovro)] epwriCov Aq @ 
avrns 3°] om OL! Odo? K cum q& supra lin Syro-Hex Kat €mt Tov KY ena- 
ve(mavovro)] om 147 om rov 233 ko] pro 48 nu) vay QO* (nuw Q*) 185 
(emeAGn)] €AOn 62 147 om 86 npas| vpas 228 wana] pr ta A 12. &a 
Tovro—eora| dia Tovro xapy vpwv oiwy xwpa apoTpiabycerat Kat cepovoadnp ArBodo- 
ynoncera: Aq _—v(ras)] nyas 147 (ws) ] om 228 (hab 228™*) (0) mapopvAanor] 
-Aakecov Q* (-Aaxov Q*) awpos (s. AiorAoyia) Aq Bovvoe = epnuwow @ = (eis) ] ws 
AQ* (as Q*) (ets) adgos Spupov] es vos Spupou = eis Bovvow Spupov @ 
Mm 2 
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IV 1 ds d}rwpodvAdkrov torat kat 7d dpos . . [eis] EAvos Spupot- *xal érrat 
éx’ Joxdruv j\nepav eupaves rd Spos rod [otkov Ku] éri ras Kopupas Tav 
26.. purOjoerat trepdvw Tov [kal oreiclovew én’ airs aol * kai mopeie- 
rat tOvy TOAd Kal épotor Sedre & . . dvaBdper eis 7d Spos KU Kal els Tov 

. « olxov Tod Ov taxa Kal Seltovow } . . 58dv abrod kal ropevodueba. 
3év 7. Bow: dre éx ou éedevoe . « Kai Adyos KU EE Any * xal kpwei 
dvi. [péoov] Aadv wodXav Kal efedéyEer Evy Loxvpa Zws eis paxpdv Kai 
xataxdovol. Tis paxatpas abrav «is dporpa cai ra Sdpara| abrav «is 
Spérava: xal odxére ob pip dpy) EOvos ex” COvos pdxarpay Kal oldxére od] 
4p») pdbwor worepeiv ‘kal dva .. Exacros troxdrw dyumédov abrod .. 
éxacros troxdrw ovuKys . . K tora 5 éxpoBav rd yap ol rdpal . Kpdropos 

5 eAdAnoe radra ®... Aaol wopevoovrar Exarrios riv Sddv abrod] jpeis 5 
6 wopevodpeba 2... paw els rv alava Kal .. *[é rais| Hpépars exeivas 
éyer [RE] . . [rv ovvirerpyspérgy Kal ri . . . Eoparr Kai obs darulod- 

7 pay). . [viv ow)rerpiyspévny els trddepar Kal. . drwopévyy els Ovos 
IV. 1 Theod. In Ezech. xvii, In Psal.xcix 2° Chrys. De Serp.t 2° Expos. 

in Psal. x\vii 1 


IV. 1. ew €(cxaraw 4) pepan] ev ras ecxaras nuepus Theod ¢(cxarav)] ecxarov 
Q* (ecxaTrav Q*) nuepav] prrw BAQ Tov (o.wov kU)| Tov cupov BA Q™ 
(«vprov Q*) 62 233 xupov 48 86 (Tov cov xupiov 86™) 147 153 228 deov Aq =O 
+ Kat 0 ocxos rou Oeov Theod [44309 Syro-Hex em Tas Kopupas| ew axpow Theod 
(«at oweva)ovow] Kar cvvaxOnoovra = €” avo] mpos avro B (avrov B») A 48 pos 
avrov Q (em avrov Q™) ew avrw 62 86 95 147 185 2. mopevera] mopevoovrat 
BAQ 48 51 86 153 228 288 wopevoera: 22 36 62 95 97 147185 ,adso Syro-Hex 
+mpos avro A+ em avrov Q 153 + enavro 233 €povar] -ow BAQ a... (t] 
omBAQU avaBayer) ropevOwpev Chrys To opos| ror oxov 228 = ev 1°] pr 
tov AQ 22 36 51 97 238 Chrys dei OL* tov... (1)] omBAQL taxw8)} 
nyuow 158 wopevoopeda | mopevoovra: 51 -cwpeba 147 oT €€ Cio] ex aiow yap = 
quoniam (lex) de sion OL* OL cw] cao B 3. ava (pecov)] perafy Aq = 
modAwy] plurimos OL* efereyfec] edeyfee AQ 62 86 95 147 153 185 288 revincet 
et deteget OL* «is paxpay] es yqv paxpavy A 36 153 233 om 95 185 as ynv supra 
lin 228 wat 3°] om: 95 185 Karaxopova:| -ow BAQ paxatpas] peypaias 
BAQ (uaxaipas O™) 48 1538 238 (ra 8opara)] ras {«Buvas A Q* (ra Sopara Q™) 
158 (238 scr g:Buvas) ras (:Bovvas 86 Jugs) Syro-Hex xa: oveer: 1°—was oveers 2°) 
om 36147 — over o(u ey apy)] overs pn avrapn B over: ov (om ov Q*) un apn AQ 
ovxert ov un avrapy 48 ovxers pn apn 62 228 233 em] 0 o' mpos Q™ mpos 228 ew 
Aq= paxatpay] poupuay BA Q 48 153 228 238 o(vxer: ov) yn] ovxer: pn B 
48 228 ov yn AQ 86 paboor| -ow BAQ+er AQ 153 233 (om ers OL* OL* 
Syro-Hex) 4. «actos 1°—exagros 2°] om 62 avrov 1°] om Q*™4 (hab 
Q* ™®)) vroxarw 2°) % vroxarw \- Aq = — expoBaw)] + avrovs 36+¢0s OL” = ro “yap 
o(ropa))| kor: ro cropa BAQ 48 153 233 on: cropa 228 quia os OL* €AaAnge] 
-cw BAQ 5. €xacros] pr ae Q* (rnv o80v avrov)] Joly one>> 
Syro-Hexme tine nem (yiam suam OL") 6. nuepus exewais] nuepa exevn BAQ 
48 153 228 illa die OL” o@ |soass Syro-Hex (rqv ouv)rerpipperny—(THv 
ovv)rerp. in com seq] om 158 7. «1s vrodepa] om 153 vrokepa] vrokippa 
BAQ vmoteppa BY Q*+daperoy Q™+\. shas09 + Syro-Hex e6vos] 
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toxupdv: Kal .. edorer KE ex’ abrods ev dpect crdv dad rod [viv ew]s els 
8 rov alava: *xal od ripyos wot . . [adx|uwdns Ovydryp cu éxi v2 Hee . « 
cioerat } Spx 9} ™piry Bacrreia [é« BaBvdjavos rH Ovyarpi Any: 
9 *xal viv. . [eyves] xaxd; pi Baorreds odx fv cor;. . . drwAero Sri xare- 
roxpdrncav . . rurovoys; “ddwe wai dy [15 litt(?)] Ovydryp ow ds 
4 rixrovoa .... ehevoy éx wodews Kal xa... ev wedi Kai Hfes ews 
Ba. . . pooerai oe Kal éxciBev Ar[tpdcerai oe] . . cov & xepds éxOpav 
tr gov ©. . [érurvvayxOjlorera ext ot Evy wodAAa [Kal Navi A€éyovres éxixa-| 
12 povpeOa Kal érdyov .. . Hpiv “xai adroi ob .. . . KU Kal ov owjKay 
13... . ounpyayer abrovs ds .. . ™[dv|dornhe wai adda... . & Képard cov 
Ojoopar odnpa Kai ras brdds cov Oyvopat xadxas: Kal xarararynoeas év 
airfais @\Ovy wat Aexruveis Aaois TodAods cal [dvabjloas 7S k@ 7d 
1 whiOos abrav Kai [ryv icxiv] airav ro kw wdoys THs yas ‘viv [eu V 
ppalyOnoerar Ovydrnp ev ppaypo ow .. bev ep ipas &y pad ward- 
10-13 Theod. Jn Ezech. xxxix 





eOvov B* (e6vos B*”) tsxupov] dvvaroy B 48 ko] om 36 opect] opes 
BAQ2& montem OL* co.) ceow B tou (vuv)}+«a: ews Tov vuv 62 (ew)s] 
pr na AQ as] pr xa & pr et OLY 8. avx(pmdns)] avxuwdous Q 153 
oxorwins Aq anoxpupos = arida OL” Ovyarnp cv) = = Y Ouvyarnp | Ovyarep 
AQ (stem 10) 51 228 em oe] ews... Aq em oe @ (€x)] ome 86 153 (ex 
BaBva)ewvos] hab sub ~ Syro-Hex, qui notat: ‘Hic obelus non positus erat in 
Hexaplis’ 9. xar]+tu OL” (eyvws) waxa]) exaxwoas .. Aq ove nv co] 


ove ev cot 86 158 ove eort cor Ag 8 10. cro] ceov B 7) om BAQYL 
(exc 36 51 62 97 147) Theod was exesBev Av(Tpwcera: ce)| om B (hab B* (™es)) 36 
147 OL” (hab Syro-Hex) €« xeipos] €x xeipov 8B™ II. (emovvaxOn)oera} 
emovvnx9n BAQ 153 233 Theod emovvnxOncay 48 emavvaxOnoovra: 86 (axOnoera 
86™) cuvedeynoay Aq (!) cvvaxOnoera: = congregatae sunt OL” (was Aaor)] om 
BAQ 48 86 97 153 228 (hab 228™*) 233 OL” |\iqco lsaxas Syro-Hex 
Aeyorres] pra AQ (emxa)povpeda | eawhh uo Jsamn> Sol y Syro- 
Hex™s 12. (OL” Theod = Y) wat avro| avro d¢ B 48 ipsi autem OL* 
kv] ky B (kv B*) 13. (av)aorn&] avacra A Q* (avacrn& Q*) 153233 = adoa] 
aoa 86 147 Tas omdas]| Ta omka 233 O@ncopa 2°) om OL*® xadxas] 
xadna 233 Kat kaTamaTnoes ev avt(as €)Ovn Kar Aewruves] Ka: Katarnfes B 48 xa 
Aerruveis AQ 158 283 et tabescere faciam in eis gentes et minutatim facies OL¥ 


\ JLaso? eae ciclo ee Syro-Hex xa: xaragfes Theod xatamarnoes ev 
avr(ais)] eararnfes ev avros (avras 95 185) 62 86 95 147 185 228 «ar (avaby) ous] 
ko avadnoe 62 avadnyaricess AG=@ tolomTheod 10 mAnOos avrav] To Kepdos 
avrov = ra dwpa avraw @ THv apedciay . , Quint was (rqv toxvv)] eas Tov movTOY 
se™ 

V. 1. vuv (euppa)xOnoera Ovyarnp ev ppaypa | vuv wdivyoove oe Ovyarep suvexopuern 
(S. toAcopeovpevn) & nunc vastaberis filia latronis Aq =@ Quint  (€pudpa)xOqoera) 
evppavOnoera 62 147 pr war 228 Ovyarnp] + epparp A Q 22* (om 22) 86 62 147 153 
228* (om 228) 233 (om OL” hab Syro-Hex) €v ppaypyo] euppayyo B 22 48 62 
147 228 (ev op. 228") 233 evppaypw (! ev pp.) AQ in conclusione OL” vyas] 
nuas Q* 48 62 153 233 ev paBdw ad fin com] . . tAnfovow em oiayova Tov Kpirny 
topand Aq paBiw ruyove: xara aiayovas Tov KpTHY LopanA X . . waTage em ciayova Tov 
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2 fovow én] curyova Tas pvdds Tov mr: * Kat ob [BnOré}eu olkos Tov 
éppaba a ddAcyoords [ef rod elvar] év yArdow lovdar éx cov Ho. « [roi] 
elvat eis dpxovra dv TO ok kat [ai todo] airod dx apxis €€ jpepav 

3alav . *. rovro déve abrovs Ews Karpod . . Téferar Kal of ériAourot Trav 

4 ddl Adar adjrot éruetpaovew emt rods . *[Kal oryj|rerar Kal dperat Kal 
mowpaver . . TOD év loys KE Kal ev "i d6ky . . tod Ov abrav tdpforfow] 

5. [w eyadey|joeras ews Exper tis .°. «ty } eipyvy Grav & dvovpids] . . 
Viv ipav wal Grav . . . dpiov Kal eereyep hy . + [érra roluéves nal beri 


6 Siypara dvOperrwv- ° cal [rotavoter Trav dcovp év poypaig cai Thy . . od 


veBpwd ev rp rap airis kal *#####% oe ex TOU dogovp Grav éréAGy ext 


V.2 Chrys Contra Iud. iii. In Diem Nat. ii. De Sancta Trin. ii. Expos. in 
Psal. xliv 


KptTny sopand © ev 2°] om 95 185 owayova] caryovas A $6 62 147 233 wep 
c.ayova 86™ ras cayovas 153 maxillas OL” Tas pvAas] tas mvAas B rov xpirny 
86™ om 153 tribus OL* rou ind] om 1538 2. (BnOAe)ep] nOAcep (sic) 147 
o:xos] + habitationis OL” (em OL") + illius OL* Tov] om B 48 86 Tou 
€ppa0a] ‘yn wovda Chrys Theod #7 odvyooros ad fin com] numquid minima es ut 
sis in milibus iuda ex te mihi prodiet qui sit princeps in istrahel et egressus ipsius 
ab initio ex diebus saeculi OL” num exigua es ut constituaris in millibus iuda ex te 
mihi procedet ut sit princeps apud israel et processiones eius a principio diebus 
saeculi OL® non minima es in ducibus iuda ex te enim exiet dux qui pascet 
populum meum israel... OL*** ovdapws elaxiorn & ev Tos qyEMoow Lovda Ex Gov 
yap por (al om por Chrys) efeAevoerar sryoupevos oors morpaver Toy Aaov pou Tov wepand 
was as €f0801 avrov am apxns ef nuepow aiwvos Chrys Theod pn] om BAQ 48 153 
238 Syro-Hex = (rov evar) 1°] e Trois yyepoow 86 prov 238 ex cou] ef ov B (ex 
gov Br) (rov) eva: 2°] pr nyoupevos A €v Tw ind] Tov copand B 48 om ev 153 
233 (a:)] om BQ 48 62 86 233 ef nuepaw aucw . .) ef aravos ef nyepow 147 
3. (OL* = Y) Swaes | Swcess 22* (Swoe: 22) 153 avrovs] avrw 228 avrov] 
avrew BA QL (exc avrov 51 95 97 185 cou 147 avrovs228) avrovAq=@ emorpepov- 
ow] om 36 4 (o7n)cera] stabunt OL” (orn)cerat, rorpave:] adnot ra 
wBedcope[ va] es Tous Sv0 Tomovs oy Kewra: é Tw efaceA[tda] Q™ opera] videbunt 
OL" hab sub & Syro-Hex motpave:] pascent OL” 0] xvpov 62 147 dmi 
OL” was ev TH Sogn] was ev tox 228™ avrow] avrov 62 vmapfou(otw)] «a 
karoKncover = + « (weyaduv)@ncera ad fin com] tore yap peyaduvOncerat ews 
eoxarou THs yNs (peyaduv)@ncerat) -Onoovra: B*’> (-cera: B*¥*) A Q 86 48 86 
228 233 magnificabuntur OL* axpav]axpov 86 ys] om 36 5. (OL* = Y) 
7) om BQ 22 48 228 (hab 228*) 233 oray 0 agcoupio(s)] accovp oray B 48 om o 
22 86 153 233 accovpios oray 228 vpow 1°) nyo 153 wat 1°] om 51 (enra 
wot)peves] erra pnves 228 (erra woi)peves ad fin com] ewra voyes Kar oxTw 
wabeotapevous avOparrovs Aq era moipevas kat oxTw Xporous avOpwnwy X= enta motpevas 
wat OKTW apxiyous avOparmav @ 6. xat (wor)pavover—ev Ty Tapp avrys] et 
pascent terram assur in gladio et regionem nemrod intra portas eius = (mot)- 
pavovat] -ow BAQ = row) ro, (exe 51 228233) acovpjaccoouppBAQL veBpwd] 
vevpod 62 veBpod 147 veBpww 228 nebroth OL” = ev ry ragppw avrns] ev (iBuvais (s. 
cepopactas) avrns Aq evros mvAaw avrys = ev muAas avrow © ev wapafiqiow avTov 
Quint avrns]avrov 153 xa: ##ee04 ce] eax puoerar BA Q 48 86 158 233 was pucerae 
de @ (exc 48 153 233 war pucopa ce 36) et eripiam te OL" wr) LeznSeado 
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4. fv tpov Kai Srav érPy ert ra dpe. . Txal dora Td brdAcppa Tod 
laxoB. . . Overw ev péow adv ody ds . . Tapa KU érumirroves Kai 
és dp . . [dyplworw drus py cvvax$9 pydeis [unde irolor@ ev viois 

8 évOpirwv: * kal Eorat Td 5 . . ToD iaxwPB év Tois COveow év pé . . . OAAGV 
ds Aéwy év Trois Krave... Kat ds oKipvos év roumvi .. wy Sv Tpdmov Grav 

9 SAOn ... s dprdoy kai ph 7 5 egapovpevos] *. whjoerat } xelp cov eri 

10 ToUs . + Kal waves of éxOpoi cov é . . ar ™ Kai ev TH Hepa [exeivy] . . 


11 éfoA0Opevow Tovs tr . . cov Kai dod Ta dppa . ™. eiow ras woAES TIS 
12. . [wlévra ra dxupmpard cou: ™ Kal éforoOpeiow ra pdppalxa] gov éx 
13 Tov Xelpav Gov Kal dropO eyyopev|or odK Evovras év coi ™ Kal éodoOp. . 

yAurrd gov kai ras arias gov éx . . Kal obdxért od pa) TporKuVHCYS « + 

nw cal 4 ‘ 4 2 , FF a ‘ / 
14 yous Tav Xepov gov al éxxdyw T .. éx pérov gov Kal dda Tas 7dr 
15. °°. xal rowmow év dpyp kal év Oup . . ow ev rois veow av@ dv otk . . 
1 dxovoare 5 & elwe KG- dvdor . . Te mpds Ta Spy Kai dxovedrulcay of VI 


V. 8 Theod. Interpr. Ep. ad Hebr. vii. Haer. Fab. Compend. Lib. ii 


J Jdudkns Syro-Hex Jhsikw> JKSuy Lopmear bogho bo 
Jee? JlassaSasas cook. Syro-Hex™ (‘ Ineptae interpolationis, quae 
Syro nostro, ut videtur, propria et peculiaris est, neque originem neque sensum 
indagare potuimus’ Field.) —_ eweAOn] €AOn 228 7. (OL"=Y) rovmodrcpya 
Tov .axwB)| rw vaxwB ro vmod. 153 vmoAeippa] vrodkiupa BQ (-Acppa BY (4) Qs) 
emmamrovoa] marovea BAQ 48 86 153 228 233 war ws—(ayp)worw] Kar ws 
exades em moay Aq Kat woer wieros em yxoproy =O ones pn ad fin com] os ovx 
vropeve: avdpa Kat ov wepipever ious avOpwmow Aq os ov pever avOpwmov Kat ovk eAmoe 
em viov avOparmov @ os ov mewoiOnoe en avOpwrovy Kar ov mepipever (S. mpoodoKnoE s. 
mpoodefera:) wov avOpamov ay yn] pnde 62 147 pndas] om 62 147 pnde eis 86 
228 (unde vro)orn] 3¢ vrogrn 153 om vrogrn 233 8. (OLY = Y) 70] Tt 
185 Tov] om B 48 51 » « OAAwY] ToAAwY Aaow BOQ ras 2°}omBAQL 
(exe 22 51 62 95 147 185) 5teXOn] €AOn 8B apmacn] -ce: 62 -car 153 efat- 
(povpevos)] puopevos Q* (efaip. Q™*) 9. (OL* = Y) 10, Kas 1°] + €ora 
BAQ + erit OL” + Joos Syro-Hex ™7 npepa (exevn)] Ty nuepa B exewwn Ty 
nuepa Q 153 233 cov] om B 36 (tuos OL”) 11. (Totum comma deest 153 
OL” = Y) ()avra—eforoOpevow in com seq] om 233 12. efodoOpevow] 
eforeOp. B efapw AQ 86 (odrcOpevow 36™) 153 228disperdam OL” _ a gappaxa] pr 
mavra A 233 = xetpwv cou—xeipwv cov in com seq] 0m 153 = kat amo O(evyyouer) ox] 
war KAndoviCopevos Aq (Kat) onpecooxomovpevos = et Qui respondeant OLY” «] om 62 
147 228 OL” 13. efoAro8p.] eforcOp. BA Q tas] om 62 Tas orndas gov} 
fanos tuos OL¥ _ovxers ov pry] overs pn» BAQY (exc 22 36 5197)  mpooxvrnons] 
-oas AQ* (-ons Q*) @& (exc 22 51 62 228) -ca 62 14. apaviw] apanow Q 62 
147 228 disperdam OL” 15. (OL” = Y) opyn] Oupm A ev 2°] om 153 
Ovpo) opyn A 

VI. 1. axovoare dn a ewe KO] axovoare Bn Aoyov. Kupios Kupws amey B 48 95 185 
axovoate 3n Aoyow kv ao KS amwev A axovoare 3n a o ks eemev Q 86 (a’ axovoare 3y 
Acyor xvpov 86™) 228 ras aliq post a 22 audite itaque quae dms dixit OL” 
(sx0/ loisoe wo Soo Adana Syro-Hex) axovoare]-cere228 39] 0m 135 
aeanrekeja... (sic) ewe xvpros 22 a ewer 0 (om o 36) eupos 86 516297147 media 
suptos eve 153 Aoyor «upiov a Kvpios eemev 233 avaor ,.. ad fin com] surge adversus 
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2 Bowvoi| guwviv cou *dxovoaré por alot] . . rod KU Kal al pdpayyes 

Gepédua . . Kpiow TO K@ pds Tov Aadv aijrod] . Ta Tod unr SeeyyHj- 

3 vera * dads. . nod oor H ri ehvrnod oe [ri wapyvexAn|od oor ; daroxpi- 

4Onri p . *. [dvipyaydv oe] éx yijs alyiwrov Kal é. . . [@Av}rpwodyny oe Kal 

5. . . odo gov Tov pwoljv]... puip; "ads pou py}. ... Kara vod 

Badan .... wexpiOn Badadp vids rod Bedp amd [rav cx)oivev Ews rod 

6 yadydr Srws yow . . [ip Sxavoovvy rod kv *éy rin KaraddBu] . . v 

dvriAjopar Ov pov inviorov; «ei .. Youar abrov év ddoKxavrmpacw fy 

7 [pdoxors élveavoios ; "<i mpoodégerar Ko év .. Sv 7 ev pupidor xdpwv 

muivew ; [et Siow mplwréroxa imip doeBeias [pov]. . xorlas pov tmp 

8 duaprias ; * [ei] dwypyyeaAd oor dvOpwre ri kaddv; .. yret mapa cod d\X’ 

VI 2 Chrys. Jn Ascens. D. N. Jes. Chr. iii. De Fato et Provid.iv. Exp. in Psal. 

exiu ii. In Ep.1 ad Tim. v Hom. xvi 1 3 In Psal.t. De Ferend. Reprehend. 

iii, Contra Lud.i. In Parab, de fil. prod.ii. Theod. Interpret, Ep, ad Romi. iii. 

4° Chrys. Exp. in Psal. cx iii 7 Adv. Iud. vii 3 7> In Isaiam i 6, 
7, 8 Adv. Iud. iii 7 8 In Parab. de fil. prod. iii 


montes experire iudicium et audiant colles vocem tuam OL” wat} om 86 (08 
Bovvar)| om o © (exc 36 153 233) Aas 86™ powny cov] pavns cov om 62 147 1538 
2. axoveare—Tov daov av(rov)] axovoate papayyes kat Ta Oepedia THS yNS OTL KpLOLS TH 
Kup mpos Tov Aaov avrov Chrys axovoare por Aa(or)] om por BA Q axovoare 
Bowo: & (exc 36 48 62 228 ) axovoare o: Bovvos 36 axovoare opy 48 228 om 62 audite 
colles OL” Jag adsna Syro-Hex —Aa(ox)] Bovvor A Q* (opn Q™) kat a 
paparyyes OewedAa (rns yns)] ea Ta oTepea . . Aq wat ra madaia Oepehia THS NS = Kas 
Ta apxaia Oepedsa Tys ys © Ethanim fundamenta terrae Quint  ¢apayyes] papuyyes 
95 Oepedia] pr ra 62 147 om 185 deAeyxOnoera:} Siareyx. 62 86 147 
(158 ser d:eAe€x.) 3. (OL* Theod = Y) 2 Tt €Aumnoa ge] om (al hab) Chrys 
hab sub ~ Syro-Hex €Aumyoa ae] tr 158 (wapnvaxAn)oa co) enoxOnea (s, 
€uoxOwoa) oe = oo 2°) oe 62 147 4. c€ 1° 2°] avrovs Chrys 7s] om 
OLY wat 1°} hab sub ® Syro-Hex (€Av)Tpwoapny] edvrpwoa 153 poo(nv) 
povony Q moysen OL*® 5. Badax] Badaa« 62 153 balacm (sic) OL” 
Badaap) Bacdap & (exc 51 62 147 233) Tov 1°] om 228 ano (Taw ox)owor] 
cersp Ag =O Tov yad-yaA] Tov yad-yada 62 147 (7 8)ixastoovvn] at eAenuoovva 
= Tov 3°] om 86 228 6. ev Tut] avTs 238 wataha( Bw) | adsequar OL* 
conprehendam OL! ayTiAnpopa:] ayTiAnppopa B ayriAny. Q et adprehendam 
OL* adsumam OL! 6u pov vorov e . . oua:] om Q* (hab Q™) ov) om 153 
€v oAoKavrwpaow] pr in sacrificiis OL* (om OL') ev 3°] pr aut OL! (om OL*) 
ev (pooxas)] ev peow pooxas 62 7. € mpoodefera: kupios ev ohoxavrmpacw e dwow 
mpwroroka pov vmep ageBeas pou Kapmov Kotias pov vmep apaprias Yuxns pou Chrys 
«:) 7 147 « mpoodefera: KG] si accepto favet dominus OL aut si suscipiet OL! 
ko) proA ev 1°}0m 147 2°] om 86 xtpapaw mover) xepappew eXasov Aq 
peOpaehacov S xipapow] xespappov B Q 147 233 apyow A (caprarum OL* haedorum 
OL') = (@ dwow)] « dv BAQ 48 153 228 (Swow 228") 233 n Swow 147 aut dabo OL ° 
OL! = (ap)wroroxa] + pou BAQ” OL® OL! apwroroxoy 153 vmep om BAQ 86 
158 238 OL* OL! aceBeas (pov)] om pou BAQ 48 62 153 228 (hab 228*) 233 
8. (€) amnyyeiAa ad fin com] amnyyeAn (al amayyeAw) cor avOpwme Tt KaAOV Kat TI 
xupos o Ocos ex(nre (al em{nre:) mapa gov adA 9 ayamay €A€ov Kat TOLeLY Kpipa Kat 
Simasoouvny Kat eroipov Ewa mopeveoOa (al+c€) omow Kvpov Tov Geov gov Chrys 
(&) amnyyeAa cot] & avpyyeAn co BA Q* (annyyeAn Q*) eppeOn cor Aq © acme oor 
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4 rod mouiv . . [xa dylaray edeov Kai Zrowmov elvar [rod wopever|O+*+e 

9 dricw Kv 70d Ov cov ; 9, . . erexcAnOyoerat kal ow .. . . Td Gvopa abrov: 
10,11 dove... v ™ uh wip Kal olxos Gd... . Onvavpors dvopous kal... ei 
12 dxawOjoera. . . v papoim@y ordOmua. @. . abrav doeBeias [errdnoez 
ai of évorxodvrles abriav éAddovv [Weidy] . . . ipwhj & ro ordpare 
13.atTav “ kal ey dpgouar rod wardé|ar| oe dbave tpas év tais duaprias 
14[ipav] “od pdyerar cai [od pi euardnoOzjs Kai ovjoxordca év cor Kai 
éxvedoas al [od pip SialowOjs cal doo dav Siacwhdov . . paiav mapa- 

15 doOjcovra: * od or .. {Kail ob phy dunoys ov micas édaiav Kal. . ddeiy 


15* Chrys. De Sicc. 


renuntiatum est tibi OL* renuntiandum tibi est OL' adnuntiatum est tibi OL* 
_ woul? Syro-Hex (€:)] om 22 51 62 86 95 97 185 228 (hab 228") annyy- 
yetha] avmyyeAn 22 51 amnyyeAn 36 95 97* (amnyyerAa 97) 185 228 amnyyeAAe: 62 147 
avnyyede: 86 (amnyyeAe 86™) mapa] wep: 153 mapa gov] aliud OL® (a te OL* 
OL') = @AAn] aAA a 62 ~—s rou 1°] ro 228 edeov] edcos AQ 153 228 233 ax 
erotpov ad fin com] xa: agpadi(ov Tov wopeveoOai pera EAamux @ xa ppovri{eyv Quint 
(Tov mopevec)O«#xe] Tov mopevesdar BAQ 48 86 153 228 233 rou mopevecOa oe 1 
(exe 48 158 228 233) ut eas OL* OL' ire OL' Qyhsa\ Syro-Hex omaw] pera 
BAQ 48 153 228 (omow 228") 233 cum OL° OL* $K.s Syro-Hex ov 2°]omBQ 
48 153 228 233 Q. emndnOnoera | a’ Bonta 86™ emBAnOnoera 147 KAnOnoera 
228* (em#A, 228) xadrece: Aq Bonoa = 10. avopous] avomuas A Q* (-pous Q*) 36 1538 
228* (avopous 228) 233 «ar 2°)omA 11, «| prea AQ 86 233 7 147 12. age- 
Beas (erAnoay) | aceB, evenAnoay A Q* (end. Q*) 36 147 153 233 adiumas evenAncay 86 
(evoikouvr es] xatroaxowvres BAQ 48 153 233 avtny | avrow 36 avrw 51 avrn 62 
147 228 ev avrw 86 €Aadouy] eAadncay Q* 228 (Wevdy)] o A’ adiea Q™E 
ada 228 vpotn] vpwlnr B 13. wat eyo) Kar “ye ey Q* 228 wat eyo ad fin 
com] «a eyw npfaynv tov marafa ce adaviopw em macais Tas apaprias cov Aq 
wa eyw 5n eTipmpynoapny ce apavicpw dia Tas apaprias gov = wa am apxns eyw eye 
os exakeoa THY mANynY Gov efeoTnoaY Em magn apapTia Gov @ p> Lita hi? of 
“pe? Jono Sproo basdacas Syro-Hex  apfoya rov naraf(a) c€] «Bacanca 
em 5¢ 3:a Q™ eBacanca em ce 228 agama) pr xa A 36 86 153 233 apamopw 228 
vpas| ce BA Q 36 4886 153228233 = ev] em: A 86 233 Sia 228 = raus apapriaus] Tas 
apaprias 228 vpov] gov BAQ 36 48 86 153 228 233 avrow 95 185 14. ov} 
om 86 €umAnoOns | + xa efwow ce ev cor Q in mg et sup ras («as ov)oxorace 
€v Got kas exvevoes Kau (ov pn dia)owOns] Kar KaTapuTEevow Ge EV eyKATW GOV Kat KaTa- 
Ann wa ov pn kacwons Aq adda wat dapbepe ce eis Ta evTos Gov Kat efets KaL OV UN 
diacwons & wat cvoworaca (Ss, oxorage) ev cor Kar avayvfes war ov pn diacwns @ 
otohkal Ilo york +> gaurlo Syro-Hex (cv)oxoracet ev cor kat Exvevoes] 


oxotage ev cor kat evvevter Q** xaradnyn (sup ras et improb xa: evvevon) Q'? Oe’ 


oxoTace: ev Gor Kar exvevoes Q™ (ov)oxoraca | cxorace: BA 153 efwow oe 228™% 
(voxorave 228) 233 avoxoraces 86 Kar e(wowsey BE™ 4* Vid exvevoes| exvevoet 
BA 48 86 153 228 xaradnyn 86™ 228™ 233 exvevons 147 (ov pn 1a) owns] pr 


ov B 158 ov pn acw0as (Sacwoe SB™) 8B kar ov or cay] wat oon av QO Y, (exe 22 36 
51 62 97 147) wa: ogovs ay 86™ = BragwOwor] -ow BAQ diacwons 86™ 15. (wat) 
ov pn) ove 62 147 pn Chrys (*a) ov pn—eAcuav] om 95 185 apnons| -cus Q 
36 51 86 97 ov meceis] exmecas Q* V4 eAmav] edasov O* moingeas| om 
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€Aavov> Kal rounores olvov #*##44 wins olvov: Kal dbavicOyncerat . . Aaod 
16 pou “xa wdvra ta Epya olkov d**#* éropedOyre ev rais BovAais airay 
. . mapadd ce eis dpavopoiv Kai [rods xaro.|xodvras airiy cis ovpurpév 
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6 cov didaga . . €rOar te airy * didri vids arid . . Ovyarnp éraveiornkey 
emi rhv . « . wophy ext riv mevOepay [airijs]. . . dvdpds wavres of dvdpes 


. aurov. 
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mavres 01 avdpes| mavres avdpos B 48 wayres o avdpes AQ* 86 (avOpamov xa avdpos 
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THE ORIGINAL TEXT OF ONE OF ST ANTONY’S 
LETTERS. 


St Antony left behind him, besides a reputation for asceticism, seven 
letters which have been several times published in a Latin version, 
derived at third hand from the original Coptic through a Greek transla- 
tion. The complete Coptic text of the letters is in all probability not 
extant: but a fragment of it hitherto, I believe, unpublished exists 
among the Borgian MSS now at Naples. This fragment (Naples 1, B. 
1,3) consists of two pages, numbered on recto and verso 57 to 60; 
and contains the whole of one letter, with the end of another and the 
beginning of a third. The order of the letters is different from that 
of the Latin version. The complete letter is here numbered 4, but 
corresponds to the seventh of the Latin series: it is preceded by the end 
of the sixth, which must therefore have stood third in the Coptic: and 
is followed by the fifth, which retains the same number in both texts. 

Besides the difference in the order there is one other noticeable 
variant, the omission of the end of the seventh letter in the Latin 
version. The omission, however, is probably only due to incompleteness 
in the MS from which the Latin version is printed, or in its archetype. 

The Latin below is taken from Orthodoxia Theologiae, Basel 1555, 
PP. 425 8qq- 


TotnTh orm enes Kaspoc fitanes eppar epoy ae ora 
saauine me- ethe newma ac arnuja me MTEINTpage- omn 
OTAHHWe skaay €xOOT NHTH- adAa esujany TAhopan nor- 


cooc qnapoorecdphoc. Tuyme epwTh tHpTH xaimmeTikots 
waneTinog. 


Take heed then what kind of a time (xaipés) this is into which we 
have come. And (8) concerning the details’ of the word of this 
freedom there is much to tell you: but (éAAd), if I give occasion (aoppy) 
to a wise man (codds) he will grow wiser (copéds)*. I salute you all 
Jrom the small even to the great*. 


' Peyron only mentions ujara in the sense of comminutio: but here the sense 
‘ details’ seems to be required. 


* Intelligite ergo tempus in quod aduenimus quale sit. De minutia autem 
uerbi libertatis erant plurima quae dicerentur uobis. Sed si dedero 
occasionem sapienti, sapientior erit®. Saluto uos a minimo usque ad 
maximum *, 


2 Prov. ix 9. 5 Jer. xxxi 3 f (Heb. viii 11). 





DOCUMENTS 


Ossasoc Antwnsos GnictoAn. 4%. 


Antwnsioc mNetcpar fineqarepdte tHpoT.’ fichiir piinxoesc ed 
Xarmpete MiieAXoc mnTenKAHCIA MmyeTKAKE! am eserpe aameTit 
sceve:— Toviuy etpeTiicmme etacanh etortws TiianTh- xe 
novavanH am Te ficHasdtinf- aXdNa SFacann Te arKilit 
pequiigenortes THT hap cap newara seMifitcTaxpdS Srae 
Rittiiont an ecrise ehodX oT gentry noyiiac. Ovon mia 
etpodte ofity Ainnovte- aw etgapeo eneqentoNn: ovgiigad 
fitennovte Ne- TeMiNToMoad cap novreiniTreAroc an TeTHghTC - 
adda oraikaion te ecOmxaraoert coomn éviintTufipe. Grhemas 
niKenpopAthc sanmanoctodoc nexcSp5c etovaah nar fita norte Hi 
cOTHOT ETANPOTTOT eETKApTrara ManocTONIKH fTAiitTaracoc 


1 erased. 
* I retain the capital here and later in men‘T'avg@m as in the MS. 


LIKEWISE (épyoiws) oF ANTONY, EPISTLE (émoroAy) IV. 


Antony writes to all his beloved brethren in the Lord greeting (xaipere). 
Ye members (éAos) of the church (éxxAnoia), I fail (¢yxaxeiv) not to take 
thought of you. I would have you know the love (é&ydzy) I bear you, 


that it is not a bodily (cwparixy) love (éydwn), but (4AAd) a devout love 
(ayd2y). For (-ydp) bodily friendship has no stability, nor (ov8¢) is it abid- 
ing: it is moved by the wandering winds. Every one that fears God 
and keeps His commandments (évrody)* is a servant of God. For (ydp) in 
this servitude there is not perfection (-reAvos), but (4AAd) it is a just thing 
(8ixaov) and leads to sonship. For this reason the prophets (xpodpjra:) 
too and the apostles, the saintly choir (yopés) chosen by God to be 
entrusted with the apostolic (dmocro\:xyj) message (xjpvypa), in the 


Sancti Antoni Appatis, Epistoia VII. 


Antonius omnibus dilectissimis fratribus in Domino salutem, non 
deficio memorans uestri qui estis catholicae membra. Agnoscere autem 
uos uolo dilectionem quam habeo in uobis, quia non est corporea, sed 
est dilectio spiritus culturae Dei. Corporum quippe nostrorum amicitia 
in substantia et in constantia est, quae mouetur saepe ab extraneis 
uentis. Cuncti uero qui Ament Dominum et custodiunt mandata eius* 
serui sunt Dei. Sed non est in ipsa seruitute perfectio, nisi quod 
tantum iusta tenet, deducens filiorum adoptionem. Propter quod et 
Prophetae et Apostoli omnisque sanctorum chorus Deo suscepti, ut 
crederetur ei apostolica predicatione, per uoluntatem patris uincti 


* Eccles, xii 13. 
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AANHOTTE + NeswT avwawne evarhip psaneXT We. TavAoc rap awar- 
s20c- ae nNavAoc netahp fiteneXT I manoctSAoc ettagar oGcte 
mecgar fitenNSsaoc FijepopDh Aikwan gorMiToapak enanoFc 
wWanticgacos efxoerc Exiinacot mur- ati nTiixn ehodX 
NOTE Enanory mtetapeTH eho grtooTY AimesamoctSAs- 
non :-—EquanoGn' cap egorn etencapic THte ajape If xooc nat 
me Whtamorte Ge an epHTH xe mapaoadn adda emamorte 
epwT axe nawhép sanmacnny xe mNentaicoTaor tHpor 
NTAMNACIWT alTasaitt epoor- nen Tarren epomn cap earars- 
macke Simioos efoX orTh nefifis erowaah- avcovinor naté- 
Tevorcia fihoepa. BSaantpercorwnor ace atrwoy ehodN evra 
SLALOC RE NTAMAI Tap am NOTHHA saifitpaoad evgote om adda 
HS ophis ssMifitanpe mas eThGay ehoX nofit| xe ahha newt xe 
? Read evujampiont to agree with the following nav. 


goodness (-dyafos) of God the Father were made bondsmen of Christ 
Jesus. For (ydp) Paul says: Paul, the bondsman of Christ Jesus*, the 
Apostle (dréarodos) who was called*, Accordingly (éore) the writing 
of the law (vdéyos) works with us in good servitude until we can gain 
the mastery over every passion (7d@os) and accomplish a good ministry 
of virtue (dpery) through this apostolic gift (droorodixdv). For (ydp) 
if they approach grace (xdpis), then (rére) shall Jesus say to them: 
JI will not call you servants, but I will call you friends. and brethren : 
for all things I have heard of my Father, I have made known unto you*, 
For (yap) they who have approached have been taught (d:ddexew) by 
the Holy Spirit (Ilvedpa), and they know themselves after (xara) their 
spiritual (voepd) being (oveia). And (8¢) in knowing themselves they 
cry aloud saying: For (ydp) we have not received a spirit (rveipa) of 
bondage again to fear: but (dddAd) a spirit (rveipa) of sonship, wherein 


Christi effecti sunt. Denique Paulus ait: Vinctus Iesu Christi* uocatus 
Apostolus*, Scripta itaque lex cooperatrix fiat uobis in hoc seruitio, 
usque quo dominari possimus omni uitio, et perficiamur in optimo mini- 
sterio uirtutis per apostolicum mandatum. Quia si prope fuerimus effecti 
ad accipiendum donum, tunc dicet uobis Iesus quia Jam non uocabo 
uos seruos meos, sed amicos et fratres: quia guaecumque nota fecit mihi 
Pater reuelaui uobis*, Quotquot enim proposuerunt edocti sunt per 
Spiritum sanctum, hi cognouerunt semetipsos secundum sensualem 
suam extantiam, in ipsa uero sui cognitionem proclamauerunt dicentes : 
Lon enim accepimus spiritum seruitudinis iterum in timore, sed accepimus 
spiritum filiorum adoptionis, in quo clamamus Abba Pater*, ut cognoscamus 


2 Eph. iii 1, Philem. 1. > Rom. i1. * John xv 15. 5 Rom. viii 15. 
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RAC ENMEEIMLE ENENTANNOTTE OCAPIZE ss2007 san. Eujyxe anon 
inigape ese anon pen KAMpSnosoc MkAMpSMosoc aren sammorte 
nuphAtpRARpSNGsacc iutetowaah. Hacnfir sasarepate tcFnmnAH- 
ponSace finetovaah ngenujseao epOTH am meapétimias adda 
NOTTH me- eTeTiioHMt an ehod gassneshsSc ficapkinom eteTHoToOiig 
me choX sannorte Llepe nefiiia cap oGn egorn combrch epe 
NeECoHT wagar OFAE OTCWA TipeqPnohe oration Marnassc me 
eqcagns ehoX tnpog mar. AAHOTC Maatepate escpar NATH- 
fiee Moenpware TAowioc eaveMGoa NCOTWHOT Nentaqcotwng 
Tap aqcoFM NMNOTTE Nentaqcomn nmnorte Ganga etpeqorwwyT 
Nag Kataee eTajge Hasepate Saanxoesrc cotntHyTh nentar- 
COTUNOT Tap aTcoFM NeroToE Wy Nentarcomn’ nevovoery zac 


1 Read nentarcovn. 


we cry Abba Father, that we may know the things which God has 
given (xapiLerOa) us*. Lf we are sons, we are heirs (xdypovopos), heirs 
(xAnpovdpos) of God and joint-heirs* (-xdypdvopos) of the saints. My 
beloved brethren and joint-heirs (-xAypdvopos) of the saints, all the 
virtues (dpery) are not alien to you, but (dAAd) they are yours; ye 
are not subject to this fleshly (capxixdv) life (Bios), but (8) ye reveal 


God. For (ydp) the spirit (xvetpa) does not enter into a soul (Wwvyy) 
whose heart is corrupt nor (ovdé) a sinful body (cipa)*. It is a holy 
(dyov) faculty (Svvayus) and flees all deceit®. Verily (é4n6as), my beloved, 
I write to you as reasonable (Adywos) men, and capable of knowing 
yourselves. For (ydp) he who knoweth himself, knows God: he who 
knows God, is worthy to worship Him according (xara) as he ought. 
My beloved in the Lord, know yourselves: for (ydép) they that know 


quanta nobis donauerit Deus*. Quia et filii sumus et haeredes, haeredes 
quidem Dei, cohaeredes* sanctorum. Fratres dilectissimi et cohaeredes 
sanctorum, omnis uirtus non est aliena uobis, sed westra existit ; si 
tamen inculpabiles sitis a mala uita, Deo autem manifesti*. In mala 
enim anima non intrabit spiritus Dei, nec habitabit in corpore subdito 
peccatis*. Sancta quippe est uirtus fugiens ab omni dolo®. Vere dile- 
Ctissimi, quia sicut rationalibus scribo et quasi potentibus cognoscere 
uosmetipsos. Quia qui semetipsum cognouerit, Deum cognouit: qui 
uero cognouerit Deum, hunc adorare debet sicut oportet. Et charissimi 
in Domino cognoscite uosmetipsos, quia qui semetipsos cognoscunt, 


2 1 Cor. ii 12. 3 Rom. viii 16, 17. © 3 Cor. v 181. 5 Sap. i 4. 
® Sap. i 5. 
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% aroucom ntagdor epator mcenias an ehod grtiigenacne erujohe 
etheApioc cap fitaqtGormn giipanote aqeD’ ngenujaxe mujaao 
ethenmonovenic xe netessaantapxn aqyapoch naq- matajane 
sas204 gfinpwae aqyredoc mag nmratian®- aqyniaen maq epaan 
OvrpGae epnohe evpGae warco Nt nnorte extiy equsatipitohe 
me ennorte ernaceft man exiq IpGmec orn etamar agqor- 
TOOoTY Gownog® fTikarhbadasSn ornAncH natradoo- enenta 
NETMMAT Tap COTWHY saraine armog mepe meydac naxw an 


Ne sametehGcoomnm sssog an adda govolig choh xe aameq- 
cotOng : 


1 Read aAquw. 


2 I give here, as throughout, the original punctuation, though obviously wrong. 
I have also endeavoured to represent the rather eccentric system of dots and lines, 
* Read ecotmnog. 


themselves Anow their fime*: and (8¢) they that know their time, can 
stand firm and not move through the diversity of tongues. For (ydp) 
as for Arius, he arose in Alexandria, and spake strange words about 
the Onlybegotten (sovoyevjs): to Him that is without beginning (dpy7) 
he gave a beginning (apy), to the Unspeakable among men he gave 
an end (réAos), to the Immoveable he gave motion. Jf a man sin 


against a man, they pray to God for him; dut (3é) if a man sin against 
God, to whom shall they pray for him?® That man then (odv) struck 
at a great chapter (xepdAaov) a blow (rAryq) irremediable. For (ydp) 
if he had known himself, his tongue would not have said this. He 
did not know himself; but (dAAd) he revealed that he did not know 
himself. 


et tempus cognouerunt*; qui uero cognouerunt tempus, ii poterunt 
statuere semetipsos immobiles a diuersitate linguarum. De Arrio uero 
qui in Alexandria surrexit, et loquitur aliena uerba de Unigenito, cui 
qui est et qui sine tempore est, tempus non adsciuit, et ineffabilis finem 
inter creaturas non dedit, immobilis immobilitatem non affixit . . . 


* Luc. xii 56. ® x Reg. ii 25. 
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Ossasoc Antwnsor GnictoAn. Zz. 


Antwmsoc eqcgar nneqarepate itmjApe nicpanArHe etovaah 
KaTATETOTCIA MMOEpaA Htpoepra an MOMOALaTE Hitpan sneTit 
Cwssa Mar eTHaovEne aE fiteTH gen wipe nicpanAstic ANAeTc 
NawmHpe TATanh ¢€ 


LIKEWISE (éyoiws) oF ANTONY, EPISTLE (éruwrroAj) V. 


Antony writes to his beloved children, the holy Israelites, after (xara) 
their spiritual being (oteia voepa), there is no need (ypeia) to mention 
(évoudfew) the names of your bodies (céua) which pass away, for ye are 
Israelite children, Verily (4An6és), my brethren, the love (a@ya7y). .. 


Beat1 ANTONI ABBATIS EPISTOLA V. 


Antonius dilectissimis natis filiis Israelitis secundum sensualem 
ipsorum extantiam. Non enim necesse est nominari uocabula quae 
transeunt qui filii estis Israel. Adhuc uere nati mei, dilectio quam 
habeo in uos non est corporalis, 


E. O. WINSTEDT. 
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NOTES AND STUDIES 


THE OXYRHYNCHUS AND OTHER AGRAPHA. 


In Early Church writings there is no lack of allusions to reputed or 
supposed sayings of our Lord not written down by the Evangelists. Dr 
Alfred Resch, in his Agrapha (1889), classes seventy-four of them 
as genuine Zogia and others as Apocrypha. Resch’s compilation 
was examined critically by Mr J. H. Ropes, of Harvard, in his Die 
Spriiche Jesu die in den kanon. Evang. nicht iiberliefert sind (1896). In 
the next year Grenfell and Hunt brought out the first instalment of the 
famous Sayings of Jesus found by them on the site of Oxyrhynchus 
(1897, 1903). On all these I have written in Zhe Oxyrhynchus Logia 
and the Apocryphal Gospels and a Lecture on the Oxyrhynchus Sayings, 
both published at the Clarendon Press (1899, 1905). It is proposed 
here (1) to continue the discussion with especial reference to what I 
have since read on the Sayings, and (2) to append notes on some of the 
previously known Agrapha. The three sets of the Sayings will be 


referred to as the Logia, the Mew Sayings, and the Gospel Fragment 
(Lect. p. 1). 


I. Tue OxyruHyNcHuS AGRAPHA. 
1. Zhe New Sayings. 


For a conjectural Greek text of the New Sayings see Zect. p. 29 f. In 
the preface to them as I read it the risen Lord speaks to St Thomas 
and others (John xx 26, cf. Mark xvi 7 Ais disciples and Peter), in 
words of the Fourth Gospel varied by the Logiographer so as to serve 
as an introduction to these sayings (Lect. p. 4), cf. Luke xxiv 44f; Acts 
i 3, alive after his passion . . . forty days, and speaking the things con- 
cerning the kingdom of God; Iren. I (p. 26, ed. Harvey), where some 
are said to have held that He remained on earth eighteen months. 

N.S. 1. Lect. pp. §f, 31] Satth Jesus, Let him not cease that seeketh 
. . + until he find, and when he hath found let him marvel. And having 
marvelled he shall reign, and reigning he shall rest. 

Clement in Strom. v quotes the saying nearly as above (Zahn Gesch. 
N.T. Kan. ii 657 n. 2), not telling us whence; and in Strom. ii he 
quotes in substance the latter half of it, with wonder (Gavpdfew) for 
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marvel (OapPeirGa), as from the Gospel according to the Hebrews. Com- 
pare (1) Mark x 23f, How hardly shall they that have riches enter into 
the kingdom of God! And the disciples marvelled at his words... . 
It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle . . . And they 
were astonished out of measure, saying ..., Who then can be saved? 
(2) John v 20, and greater works than these will he shew him that ye 
may wonder, on which Westcott writes, ‘It cannot but appear strange 
at first sight that wonder is given as the object of Christ’s works . . . 
But wonder might give occasion for faith. Under this aspect “wonder” 
is presented in two remarkable traditional sayings of the Lord preserved 
by Clement of Alexandria (Strom. ii 9.45): He that wonders shall reign, 
and he that reigns shall rest: Wonder at that which is before you.’ 
‘Wisdom’, ‘the truth’ (CZ. Q.2., July, 1904), and other words have 
been suggested to fill the gap after ‘that seeketh’. 

Dr J. Vernon Bartlet in the Contemporary Review, in No. 1 of the 
Review of Theology and Philosophy, and in The New Testament in the 
Apostolic Fathers, p. 136 (1905), propounds the theory that the Oxy- 
rhynchus collection was known to Clement as ‘the local Gospel according 
to the Hebrews’, a work of Alexandrine Christians different from 
Jerome’s Ev. sec. Hebraeos, N.S. 1 or its equivalent being supposed to 
be cited ‘in loose paraphrastic form’ in Strom. ii, v. But N.S. 1 is 
clearly composite, being made up presumably of Clement’s two-clause 
Logion on Wonder and the Kingdom (.Sfrom. ii) and an exhortation 
connecting it with the preface to the Sayings, to the effect that a man 
should seek and seek until he finds the spirit and power of the Lord’s 
wonderful and life-giving words. The longest form of the Saying is, 
I think, obviously not the earliest. 


Socrates in Plato makes Wonder the beginning of Philosophy ; 
Aristotle applies this to the case of wonder at the heavens; and so 
Philo on Special Laws (M. ii 330f, cf. i 12), expatiating upon Ex. xxi 26, 
lays down that philosophy, the source of all truly good things, comes to 
men from the heaven (cf. James i 17) through the eye (Plato Zim. p. 47B) 
which admires its wonders. Thus the Platonic saying about wonder 
may have become familiar to ‘Hebrews’ in Alexandria and elsewhere. 
It is further evident that wonder may be the beginning of belief in 
persons, and thus of religious faith (John iv 48, v 20). 

Wonder and Kingship may have come to be associated in different 
ways. A Stoic might have said, ‘He who wonders shall reign’, because 
wonder is the beginning of wisdom : a theologian, that wonder leads to 
faith, and so to the kingdom of God. That he who reigns shall resé, 
which has nothing to do with wonder, may have been added some time 
afterwards as an appendix to Bacreioa. Disciples of Christ, the 

Nn2 
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Wisdom of God, looked for the promised ‘rest’ in His kingdom. 
According to Mark lc. a sort of wonder precedes the apprehension 
of the true nature of the kingdom and the way to it. N.S. 1 may rest 
partly upon this, but it seems to me to give a confused order with 
wonder not at the ‘beginning’ but intermediate to discovery and 
attainment. If the nucleus of the Saying was philosophic the original 
word for ‘wonder’ in it would have been @avydfew. For OapBeioba, 
which connotes a wonder akin to awe, see also Wisd. xvii 3 and 
Mark i 27, x 32. 

N.S. 2. Lect. pp. 7f, 31f] This is the longest of the Sayings or 
Logia, and one of the most obviously composite. It suffices here to 
quote it briefly, thus, Saith Jesus, Do ye ask, Who are they that draw us 
up to the kingdom, if it is in heaven? The things of earth, these are they 
that draw you. And, The kingdom of heaven is within you, and whoso- 
ever shall know himself shall find it. 

Two sayings about the kingdom of heaven are here connected by an 
editorial ‘And’, meaning, as in Heb. i 10, ‘And he saith in another 
place’ (Ox. Log. p. 8). The latter saying is a working up of Luke xvii 
21, or the substance of it, with the Greek philosophical, ‘Know thyself’. 
In Philo De Praem. et Poen. (M. ii 415, 421) we find illustrations of 
both. By contemplation, he says, of the world and its order men may 
rise up as on a sort of heavenly ladder to the thought of God, and he 
cites the passage from Deut. xxx which was compared with the latter 
saying in Lect. p. 9. 

St Ephraim on the Diatessaron, as quoted in Syr.M* from Moes. 
Ppp. 209, 211, gives the sense of Luke Lc. thus: ‘The kingdom of God 
is in your heart .. not by days of observing .... in your heart—which 
he spake of himself who was standing in the midst-of them’, im your 
heart being perhaps merely a paraphrase. Ciasca (cap. 40) renders the 
corresponding Arabic by ‘infra vos’, and under il; from the same 
root Lane gives ‘ mind or heart’. 

N.S. 3. Lect. pp. 12f, 32f] Saith Jesus, A man will not hesitate to 
ask about the place of his (?) . . . many first shall be last, and the last 
first . ... This in the papyrus is one of the most defective of the 
sayings. As I have restored it conjecturally it alludes to the ‘many 
mansions’ of John xiv 2. Dr Bartlet makes it a precept: the disciples 
shall not hesitate to ask Him about the ‘place of glory’ (Swete) while 
He is yet with them. In Syr.M see f/aces for ‘mansions’, and cf. 
Herm. Sim. ix 27. 3, ‘their p/ace is with the angels’. 


1 Syr.M is Professor Burkitt’s Evangelion da-Mepharreshe (Camb. 1904), which 
gives the Curetonian Version (C) of the Four Gospels and the readings of the 
Sinai Palimpsest (S).  Tatian’s Evang. Harm. Arabice was brought out by 
Ciasca at Rome in 1888, 
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N.S. 4. ect. pp. 14 f, 33] A Saying well restored by the discoverers, 
and at first sight a seemingly not very interesting repetition of Gospel 
sayings about the eventual bringing to light of things hidden. But in 
reality it gives a wholly different turn to them. It promises a revelation 
to the Gnostic (as Clem. Alex. would say), the intellectual Christian 
who desires really to know. 

N.S. 5. Lect. pp. 16f, 33] This is so defective in the Greek that 
some restorers have not ventured to complete it. Nevertheless I think 
it quite likely that the reply of Jesus here to the disciples is a short 
summing up, more or less in the form suggested in Lect. p. 17, of 
several verses of Matt. vi with an allusion to Col. iii 3 your life is hid. 
In any case I take it to be a certainly composite saying, which answers 
a series of distinct questions with one comprehensive Logion, to the 
effect that the Christian’s religious observances must not be formal and 
histrionic but according to truth (John iv 24). The questions being, 
How should we fast, pray, give alms? and generally, What should we 
observe and do? Theanswer as reconstructed begins, ‘ Ye shall not be 
as the hypocrites’. Compare in the Didache, ‘Let your fasts be not 
with the hypocrites . . . Neither pray ye as the hypocrites’ (viii 1 f; 
cp. ii 6, iv 12, v 1); and ‘Your prayers and your alms and all that ye 
do, so do as ye have it in the Gospel of our Lord’ (xv 4). 


2. Zhe Logia. 


See Zhe Oxyrhynchus Logia and Lect. p. 24f. Passing over the 
fragments numbered 1, 4, 8, by the first editors, we have to consider 
briefly Nos. 2, 3, 5-7. 

Log. 2] Saith Jesus, Except ye fast the world, ye shall in no wise 
tind the kingdom of God. And, Except ye sabbatize the sabbath ye shall 
not see the Father. Tere we have again two sayings connected by an 
editorial ‘Amd’. About the wrong or exceptional construction ‘ fast 
the world’ more than enough has been written; but see 1 Cor. vii 
31 and they that use the world as not abusing it, where Westcott and 
Hort give rév xécpov, the world (acc.), without note or comment. Pro- 
fessor Bevan points out that fast the world is a good Arabic con- 
struction, comparing from Derenbourg and Spiro’s Chrestomathie, p. 34 
(ed. 2, 1892), ‘If thou desirest to escape from the chastisement of God, 
then fast the world (3 e~) and let the breaking-of-thy-fast from it 
be death.’ ‘s 

‘The Father’ is a term used by Philo, as near the end of Vit. Mos. 
(M. ii 179), where the departing Moses is summoned by the Father to 
be immortalized. The Sabbath is described (M. ii 166, 197, 281) as 
motherless, sprung from the universal Father alone, and ever-virgin ; 
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the birthday of the world, on which heaven and earth keep holiday ; 
a day not for work or vain amusements but for the study of philosophy, 
for on it God ‘saw’ all that He had made. 

Log. 3] Saith Jesus, I stood in the midst of the world and in flesh 
was I seen of them... And, My soul grieveth for the sons of men... 
The change of tense from ‘stood’ to ‘grieveth’ is at once accounted 
for by the hypothesis that ‘And’ here again connects independent 
sayings. In the former Jesus is represented as looking back from after 
the Resurrection to she days of his flesh (Heb. v 7). An Apocryphon 
(Resch. p. 457f) makes Him point to a certain spot and say, ‘This is 
the middle of the world’. 

Log. 5] (1) Saith Jesus, Wheresoever there be two they are not 
godless ; and where there is one only, I say, Iam with him. (2) Raise 
up the stone and there thou shalt find me ; cleave the tree and there am I. 

For a full discussion of this see Ox. Log. pp. 31-53: the simplest 
conclusion is as follows. In Matt. xviii 19f it is said that if two agree 
in asking anything it shall be done for them, ‘For where two or 
three are gathered together im my name, there am I in the midst of 
them’, cf. Ex. xx 24. In (1) Jesus says that He will be even with one 
only. And (2) He will be, not merely with men assembled in His 
name and for a religious purpose, but with any one who is faithfully 
doing his work (Gen. iii 19), clearing ground for cultivation, raising the 
stone (Is. v 2) and cleaving the tree. This seems to be alluded to in 
the ‘Gospel of Thomas’ (Ox. Zog. p. 93). 

That Jesus should promise to be with any ove is in itself nothing 
strange (Zect. p. 37); but the mention of the ‘one only’ here in (1), 
as in the parallel in Ephr. Syr. (Ropes p. 48), is a mark of posteriority 
to Matt. l.c.; and (2) is an appendix to an appendix. . 

Log. 6] Saith Jesus, A prophet is not acceptable in his own country. 
Neither doth a physician work cures upon them that know him. ‘Neither’, 
for And not, marks this as another duplex Saying. 

Log. 7] This has been shown, I think, to be a more or less late 
working up of canonical sayings (Zec#. p. 27), with a historical back- 
ground. The Church now spread over the world, as in cent. 2, and 
firmly established is the ‘city set (Syr.M & Ciasca, dué/t) on a hill’, 
and it is the house built and founded ‘upon a rock’. 


3. The Gospel Fragment. 


This, as I understand it, begins with a recommendation of the simple 
life: men should not be thinking all day long what they shall eat, 
drink or wear’. They are much better than the lilies, ‘which grow 
(avgdve), neither do they spin’. So I rendered the Greek as deciphered 

4 Syr.C in Luke, ‘Do not. .. be occupied in these things’. 
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by Grenfell and Hunt, but with an ‘If’ as to its accuracy (Zec?. p. 19). 
Satisfied with Dr Bartlet’s excellent suggestion, I now read, ‘ which card 
not neither do they spin’. The papyrus being in tatters the reading 
here must be partly conjectural, but his od gaive is quite possible and 
the sense decides for it. Clement in Paed. ii 10 (P. 231) and some 
Gospel manuscripts (Resch p. 226 ; W. H.) read ‘how they neither spin 
nor weave’. ‘It is quite like reflective tradition to complete the 
metaphor in spin not’ (Bartlet), or to go on from spin to weave. In 
Matt. vi 28 (Luke xii 27),“ .. how they grow; they /oi/ not, neither 
do they spin’, grow and foil (I suppose) go together: the flowers have 
neither to work for a living nor to make clothing artificially. Thus far 
the fragment is presumably in substance from the canonical Gospels, 
with arbitrary variations in expression and application. 

Next, in answer to the question, When shall we see Thee ? comes the 
saying, When ye shall be unclothed and not ashamed, a new version of 
a known saying to Salome quoted by Clem. Alex. from the Gospel 
according to the Egyptians. Ox. Zog. p. 103f connected the then 
known form with Gen. ii 25, and the ‘Gospel Fragment’ now confirms 
the suggestion. It is a question whether the Oxyrhynchus form of the 
response is prior (Bartlet) to Clement’s. It may, on the contrary, be 
a mystical saying literalized to suit a matter of fact context: in the 
coming day of Paradise Regained clothes will not be wanted at all, cf. 
in Karl Pearson’s essay on Zhe Kingdom of God in Minster, whatever 
be its exact sense, ‘. . . then without clothes or treasure the saints shall 
march out of Miinster’. 

In Lect. p. 36 I ended with the brief statement, which wants a word 
of explanation, ‘Why should this Fragment be imagined to be part of 
a Gospel?’ Its contents ‘properly belong to such a variety of contexts 
that I can only see in it another se/ection of Sayings of Jesus’. The 
first editors having written of the Fragment, that it ‘seems to belong to 
a Gospel which was closely similar in form to the Synoptists’, 1 meant to 
express the opinion that it apparently did not belong to any such 
writing : it was not part of a sort of Matthew with a Sermon on the 
Mount containing the Fragment itself, but merely a third batch of 
sayings brought together from a variety of contexts. Whether it 
belonged to some collection of sayings called a Gospel, like Dr Bartlet’s 
Ev. sec. Hebraeos, was not under consideration. 


4. Conclusions. 


In the first discussions of the Zogia more stress was laid upon the 
possibility of their being of very early date than upon the doubtfulness 
of it. They are not ‘primitive’ but composite, and where they embody 
canonical matter they work it up mostly into later forms. Some of 
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them at least may be excerpts from apocryphal Gospels of which we do 
not know the dates. From a short fragment a lost work may be 
assumed to have been of earlier date than an event or writing to which 
the complete work actually alluded. The Mew Sayings, which probably 
belonged to the same collection, seem to allude to the Fourth Gospel, 
and they combine evangelic matter with scraps of philosophy in the 
manner of Clement of Alexandria. All things considered, 150 A.D. or 
later is perhaps a reasonable date for them. 

Dr Bartlet regards the Sayings collectively as ‘in form a Gospel 
harmony or fresh synthesis of the Sayings in our Gospels which seemed 
of most abiding and universal application outside Palestine, taken 
along with and in the light of others evolved from the canonical and 
other writings’, cf. Zect. p. 34. Thus we agree on the main point, viz. 
that the Oxyrhynchus Sayings presuppose the Gospels, but Dr Bartlet 
argues hypothetically for an earlier date than I am at present prepared 
to suggest for them. On the Zogia he quotes with approval the con- 
clusion that the compiler was a ‘Graeco-Egyptian Jew under Palestinian 
influence . . . who has heartily embraced Christianity, his date being 
about 120 a.D.’ (Sanday, 1897). These and the Mew Sayings being 
supposed to be remnants of Clement’s Zz. sec. Hebraeos, the Gospel 
Fragment might be thought to belong to the same. A saying in the 
Fragment may be an older form of a known response to Salome from 
the Gospel according to the Egyptians, itself quoted by 2 Clem. R. 
(? 120-140), and thus ‘our Hellenistic Gospel’, the Sayings of Jesus, may 
have been compiled ‘c. 110 a.D., but certainly not later than 120 A.D.’ 

I make no objection to this early date for 2 Clem. R., which, as I 
have given reason to think, may have been quoted as Clement’s by 
Irenaeus (Journ. of Phil. xxviii 201f); but I doubt whether the 
Oxyrhynchus ‘Gospel Fragment’ is to be classed with the other two 
fragments, with which it is not homogeneous. In substance, at any rate 
at the beginning, it is of a lower type, and it has not the repeated 
formula ‘Saith Jesus’, on which Dr Bartlet makes the good suggestion 
that it may have been in regular use in catechesis. Lastly, if the clearly 
composite N.S. 1 embodies Clement’s two-clause form of the Saying, 
both the New Sayings and the Logia probably belonged to a compi- 
lation which in its entirety was of later date than the Zv. sec. Hebraeos. 

In his Fragments d’un Ancien Recueil de Paroles de Jésus, sc. les trois 
@’ Oxyrhynque et celui de Fayoum (Paris, 1905), Bruston reads in N.S. 3 
‘to enquire of the elders’, and in N.S. 5 ‘as hypocrites’. At the end he 
writes, ‘Tout ce qu’on peut conclure légitimement, c’est qu’a l’époque 
ot fut faite cette compilation les quatre évangiles canoniques existaient 
depuis longtemps, puisqu’ils avaient servi de base d’autres écrits du 
méme genre, qui les avaient imités et leur avaient emprunté bon nombre 
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de paroles caractéristiques de Jésus, pour les développer, les expliquer 
ou les combiner avec d’autres’. 


II. QUAE SUPERAVERUNT FRAGMENTA. 


For the Agrapha literature from Cotelier’s day until the eve of the 
Oxyrhynchus discoveries see Resch (pp. 3 ff) and Ropes (pp. 1 ff). Philo 
uses ‘unwritten’ in its classical sense for Heb. ‘by (word of) mouth’. 
The modern use of the term was brought in by J. G. Kérner’s ‘De 
Sermonibus Christi "Aypdpos’ (1776), a good critical dissertation of 
thirty pages with the conclusion that Acts xx 35 contained the one 
genuine agraphon extant. ‘The Agrapha being written and some 
of them quoted as graphai, it may be doubted what is the best 
definition of them (Resch, pp. 1-3); but in practical agreement with 
K6érner we may say simply that they are reputed or supposed sayings of 
our Lord (with or without more or less of narrative context) which are 
not included in the true text of the canonical Gospels. Mr C. G. 
Griffinhoofe’s Zhe Unwritten Sayings of Christ (1903) will serve as a 
short preliminary account of them. 

In Westcott’s Jntroduction to the Study of the Gospels, first published 
under that name in 1860, App. C ‘On the Apocryphal Traditions of the 
Lord’s Words and Works’ enumerates twenty-one sayings as com- 
paratively well attested and eleven others, the fourth being, ‘ The Son of 
God says, Let us resist all iniquity and hold it in hatred’ (Barn. iv 9). 
Quoting from this edition, although elsewhere he cites a later, Ropes 
(pp. 3, 62) does not notice that No. 4 was withdrawn by Westcott— 
not only by another of the writers quoted—after the publication of the 
Greek, which showed that the preamble is really, ‘As becometh sons 
of God’ (Lat. decet filits for dicit filius). Ina note on the last of all 
Westcott reads it conjecturally, ‘7ey (for 7) often desired to hear one of 
these words and had not one to tell it’. 

In discussing Agrapha we must bear in mind that an express ‘Saith 
Jesus’ may be merely explanatory (Ox. Zog. p. 76f), and that homilists 
and the like are apt to mix up their own counsel with their texts’. In 
Barn. xv 1, 6 we read, ‘Further, it hath been written concerning the 
Sabbath also in the Ten Words, ... And keep ye the Sabbath of the 
Lord holy with pure hands and a pure heart... Yea, and He saith 
furthermore, Thou shalt keep it holy with pure hands and a pure heart’. 
So Rendall, with the remark, ‘the writer actually builds an argument 
on words which are an arbitrary addition of his own to the Mosaic 
enactment’. 

Again, ‘ The prophets having grace from Him prophesied concerning 
Him’ (ib. v 6): the Spirit of Christ in them testified (1 Pet. i 11). 


1 Papias refers to this tendency (H.). 
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Words of prophets and apostles may thus be vainly imagined to be 
words of Jesus. His reputed sayings and the evidence for them must 
accordingly be considered severally on their merits. In what follows 
I merely put down what has occurred to me from time to time on some 
of Resch’s Zogia and Apocrypha. In one or two cases I had come to 
the conclusions of Ropes’s Die Spriiche before seeing it. 

Log. 1, Resch pp. 95f, 135f, 272f] The negative (with variants) 
of what Gibbon called the Golden Rule. Ropes dismisses it sum- 
marily as a mere parallel to Matt. vii 12 and Luke vi 31 of little worth. 

Resch gives many citations of the agraphon, not quite all negative, 
but something more is wanted to explain what he gives. Sayings of the 
Jewish Fathers, Addit. Note 11, p. 142f (ed. 2, 1897), connects the 
rule with Lev. xix 18, dut thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself, cf. 
Rom. xiii 8-10. In Deut. vi 5, xi 1 ‘love’ is followed by Heb. e¢A and 
an accusative. In Lev. l.c. it is followed by a datival prefix (Heb. 5), 
so that we may render literally, ‘Thou shalt love /o or for thy neighbour 
as-thyself’. Targ. pseudo-Jon. as quoted gives the sense, ‘Thou 
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself and what thou hatest for thee shalt 
not do to him’. Philo, as cited at the end of the same note, para- 
phrases ‘ for thee’ and writes, ‘ That what one hates 40 suffer he should 
not do’; and the like may be seen in forms cited by Resch. Famous 
Jewish commentators make Lev. |. c. mean, that a man should /ove what 
is good for his neighbour as for himself. Compare Justin Zrypho 93 
(p. 321 B), ‘And he who loves his neighbour as himself, whatever good 
things he desires (BovAera) for himself he will desire for him aiso. . .’; 
Clem. Hom. xii 32, ‘For he who loves his neighbour as himself... In 
one word, what he wishes (Ae) for himself he wishes for his neighbour 
also. This is the law of God and (the) Prophets’. 

Near the end of Jewish Fathers |.c. 1 wrote, ‘The saying may have 
been known to Ben Sira. The principle of it is in Ecclus. viii 5-7... 
Remember that we all .. . For some of us also &c., xxxi 15 R. V. Con- 
sider thy neighbour’s liking by thine own’. Afterwards, when the two 
British Museum folios of the Hebrew of Ecclus. had been edited by 
the Rev. G. Margoliouth, for the latter verse was found what Prof. Israel 
Lévi in his Z’Zcclésiastique renders, 


Sache que ton voisin est comme toi, 
Et considére ce que tu détestes toi-méme ; 


with a note to the effect that it is the saying, What thou hatest do ¢o no 
one (Tob. iv 15), or do not to thine associate (Hillel in Shad. 31a). It 
may be that Ben Sira was himself paraphrasing words of Torah, or that 
the saying had been already formulated. 

Philo l.c. supplies an illustration of Luke xix 21. To those in 
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Wetstein and Kuinoel add also from Plato (Zaws p. 913c), ‘.. . finest 
and simplest of laws and an enactment of no mean man, who said, Zake 
not up things thou layedst not down’. 

Log. 5, Resch pp. 98, 142] Origen gives as a reputed and Didymus 
as an actual saying of the Saviour, He shat is near me is near the fire: 
he that is far from me is far from the kingdom. It is a fine saying but 
not, as some think, hard to account for. According to Old Testament 
imagery, which would quite naturally be transferred to our Lord, the 
Deity is or is environed by fire. ‘The Lord thy God is a consuming 
fire’, or He descends ‘in fire’; cf. ‘he is like a refiner’s fire’, ‘Is not 
my word like a fire?’ and see under ‘fire’ in any Bible Concordance. 
Justin affirms that the Son, ‘our Christ’, who is from the Father in 
the manner of fire from fire, spoke in the form of fire from the bush 
to Moses (Afol.i; Dial.). 

Log. 6, Resch pp. 98, 143] Let their temple, O Father, be desolated. 
This is a mere ascription of Ps. Ixix 26f (Matt. xxiii, Luke xiii, cf. 
Acts i) mutatis mutandis to the Lord Jesus. So also Ropes, p. 16. 
Hippolytus af. Resch gives the reason for the imprecation from verse 27 
LXX, because they persecuted ‘me’ (Gr. dv. . . pov). 

Log. 12, Resch pp. 100f, r50f] Acts xx 35 J¢ is more blessed to 
give than to receive. With reference to a remark of Resch (p. 147) on 
the Shepherd of Hermas, 1 would suggest that the ‘ Makarismus’ may 
be alluded to at the end of Sim. ii, where it is said in effect, Blessed 
are they that have and give. On giving and receiving see also Jewish 
Fathers p. go f. 

Log. 14, Resch pp. 101, 152f] Having received commandment from 
Him to preach... and to baptize into His death. This suggests that an 
exclusive reference to the speaker in Matt. xxviii 19, as in Mr Cony- 
beare’s more or less hypothetical ‘ Eusebian’ reading with in my name 
and without ‘the triune name’, should not at once be assumed to be 
certainly primitive. See in Mark xvi 15 af. Ciasca, preach my Gospel ; 
cf. Matt. xxviii 19, Mark xvi 17, Luke xxiv 47 in Syr.M, and Resch 
Apocr. 51, p. 426. 

Log. 15, Resch pp. 102, 153f, 280f] Zhe weak shall be saved by 
the strong. This is less remarkable than that they should help the 
strong. Plato (Zaws p. 902 £) quotes the proverb from building, that 
large stones do not lie well without small ones; cf. Soph. 47. 158 f, cited 
by commentators as Jacobson on Clem. Cor. xxxvii 4; Herm. Sim. ix 
7- 5, on the use of small and large stones within and without for the 
tower. Philo in Vit. Mos. II (M. ii 91 f) writes, that ‘the bush’ is a 
very weak plant but not without prickles to wound any one who touches 
it, which is a lesson for men in afflictions not to be disheartened, ‘ Your 
weakness is strength’; cf. 2 Cor. xii 9. 





556 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 


Log. 16, Resch pp. to2f, 154f, 281f] 1 Cor. ii 9, ‘but as it is 
written, Things which eye saw not, and ear heard not, And which entered 
not into the heart of man, Whatsoever things God prepared for them that 
love him’. Resch gives parallels from Clem. Cor. and other writings. 
The saying may have come from the Old Testament through the medium 
of some lost apocryphal writing. In the Collect for All Saints’ Day the 
things not seen, heard, or imagined are called briefly, ‘those unspeakable 
joys which thou hast prepared for them that unfeignedly love thee’. 

Philo in De Execr. (M. ii 433) writes on Deut. xxviii 61, that the 
proselyte (v. 43), raised to the height of felicity, is pronounced blessed 
in respect (1) of his conversion to God, and (2) of his receiving the 
reward of a sure position (ragw) in heaven which it is not lawful to speak 
of; whereas the ‘ nobilis indigena’ who has depraved the coinage of his 
high birth shall be dragged down to Tartarus. Compare Matt. v 12, 
Luke vi 23; 1 Cor. xv 23 each in his own taypa; 2 Cor. xii 4; 
1 Pet. i 8 joy unspeakable; 2 Pet. ii 4 raprapwoas. 

Log. 17, Resch pp. 103f, 167f, 282] Keep my mysteries for me 
and the sons of my house. A rabbinic play upon Is. xxiv 16, read with 
vazi, ‘my secret’ (3. @. af. Field), Vulg. Secretum meum mihi, secretum 
meum mihi, Syr. secretum mihi, secretum mihi. So Hilarius as ‘in 
scripturis’, My mystery for me, my mystery for me, where Resch mis- 
emends the second ‘for me’. For Heb. raz, ‘secret’, we can now quote 
Ecclus. (7. Q. &. xv 463f). In Holy Scripture, it was argued, there 
can be no vain repetition. If something is written twice over it must 
have two senses or applications. In Isaiah l.c. the Targumist sees a 
revelation of two secrets to the prophet, of reward to the righteous and 
of retribution to the wicked. The Logion makes the. second ‘for me’ 
mean ‘for my household’. It may be that Matt. xiii 11 (Luke viii 10) 
alludes to Isaiah 1. c. so interpreted. 

Log. 25, Resch pp. 107 f, 186f] There is a ‘confusio’ which leads 
to death, and one which leads to life. A saying of well-known type 
with parallels in Homer, Hesiod, Ecclus. iv 21, &c. See also Herm. 
Mand. vi 1. 1, vii 4, with the notes in the S. P. C. K. edition. 

Log. 30, Resch pp. 109, 195 f, 287] When the two shall be one ; 
and the outer as the inner; and the male with the female, neither male 
nor female. So Resch from 2 Clem. R, as the earliest citation of the 
saying. But the homilist is not to be trusted for critical exactness, 
although his exegesis is ‘ harmlos und gut gemeint’. His second clause 
may have been made up from the clause in Clem. Alex., When ye shall 
have trampled the clothing of shame. In that day there will be no 
outward veiling the inward, cf. Log. 21 é{w6ev xré (Resch p. 173), but 
sincerity and naked truth (Zec#. p. 21 f). 
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The saying about marriage in Gen. ii 24, LXX, the two shall be one 
flesh, is applied to the coming of the Kingdom, the occasion of the 
marriage of the Lamb (Rev. xix). Whatever it may be imagined to 
mean in the Logion, it expresses the future in terms of the past, As it 
was in the beginning so it shall be. 

The Midrash, in connexion with Gen. i 26, quotes Ps. cxxxix 5 Zhou 
hast fashioned me behind and before (P.B.), with the interpretation that 
God first made Adam an androgynos with duo prosopa, a man-woman 
facing both ways, and then sawed him into two, thus making woman 
from his side (not rid). See Gen. Rab. 81; Lev. Rab. 14 1; Jewish 
Fathers p. 168. The myth is Platonic. Aristophanes, in the Sym- 
posium, tells us that originally there was a third sex, man-woman, with 
two faces looking opposite ways, which Zeus cut into man and woman, 
These are now drawn to one another, each incomplete being seeking 
the other moiety of itself. The Talmud teaches that man without woman 
is not man. See the writer’s lectures on the Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles p. 86n. The ‘new man’, writes Hippolytus, is male-female 
(Resch p. 287). 

Log. 3t, Resch pp. 109, 204f, 288] Zo the near and to the far off, 
whom the Lord knoweth to be His. For the first part see Is. lvii 19 
Peace, peace, to him that is far off and to him that is near, cf. Jewish 
Fathers p.64. As parallel to the remainder Resch quotes 2 Tim. ii 19 
The Lord knoweth them that are his, which commentators as Alford 
(cf. Ropes) shew to belong to Num, xvi 5, LXX. 

Log. 35, Resch pp. 111, 212f, 288f, 464f] Let thine alms 
sweat &c, There is no need to emend the Greek, idpwrdrw being a 
correct form from a verb in -aw not found elsewhere. See the Journal 
of Philology (xix 148-172) art. ‘Traces of a Saying of the Didache’, 
and the paper read in March, 1888, to which it refers. 

Log. 39, Resch pp. 112 f, 227f, 290f] Jn what things I may catch 
you Iwill judge you. In effect a summary of Rev. xxii 11 f, ‘ He that 
is unjust, let him be unjust still . . . Behold, I come quickly’. 

Log. 40, Resch pp. 114, 229f] As He hath said, that our dwelling 
is in heaven. Ropes (p. 32), with reference to Resch’s view of the 
Logion, thinks it not an exact citation, but more probably the content 
of John xiv 2, J my Father's house are many mansions. For the word 
‘dwelling’ see Mark v 3; Herm. Vis. iii 8. 8, he shall have his dwelling 
in the tower with the saints of God ; Sim. viii 7-9, on the difference of 
men’s dwelling, where I suppose John l.c. to be alluded to. Sim. i 
speaks of men’s ‘ houses’ in their true city not of this world. 

Log. 41, Resch pp. 114f, 230f] Ask the great things, and the small 
shall be added unto you ; cf. James i 5... wisdom, let him ask. This is 
a saying to be taken into account in connexion with ‘daily bread’ in 
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the Lord’s Prayer and the diverse interpretations put upon it. See’on 
Clem. Alex. and Jerome in Jewish Fathers p. 184f, and on Ciasca’s 
rendering from the Arabic see p. 181. 

Log. 42, Resch pp. 115, 233] 0 those who thought that God tempts, 
as the Scriptures say, Quoth He, The evil one is the Tempter. See 
1 Thess. iii 5 and James i 13, ed. Jos. B. Mayor, noting that Ecclus. 
xv 11 is rendered from the Hebrew in the Cambridge edition (cf. Wisd. 
xi 24), 
‘) Say not, My transgression was of God, 
For that which He hateth He made not. 


In 2 Sam. xxiv 1 God in His anger but in 1 Chron. xxi 1 Satan 
moves David to number the people, the Chronicler altering the earlier 
statement in the sense of the Logion. This is one of the parallels to 
the last petition in the Lord’s Prayer according to Matt. vi 13, a clause 
not in Luke xi 4 (W.H.) and perhaps like the word for ‘daily’ in the 
Prayer not quite primitive. In rendering it the Greek Fathers are 
sometimes said to be ‘unanimous for the masculine’, But deliver us 
Jrom the Evil One (Plummer in H. D. B), as if every one of them 
declared for it; whereas the earliest or some of them give no such 
testimony. To what I wrote on the Prayer in Jewish Fathers pp. 124f, 
176f, a few words may now be added. 

In ed. 1, 1877, I ended (ed. 2 p. 130) with Clem. Cor. Ix 1-3 in the 
Greek of Bryennius, ‘. . . forgive us our iniquities... And deliver us 
from them that hate us wrongfully’, as words which serve as a very 
ancient paraphrase of words of the Prayer. A writer on one side in- 
ferred that Clemei.t had it in mind; and against this it was contended 
that the passage was made up from the Old Testament. The reader 
will judge whether the obvious Old Testament parallels are of any effect 
as disproofs. Some, I suppose, will incline to the view that if Clement 
knew the Prayer he must have thought of it when so writing. If not, 
he has nothing to say about it, and cannot be quoted as one of the 
‘unanimous ’, 

St Polycarp to the Philippians| That Polycarp knew the Prayer 
appears from vi 2, vii 2, ‘If then we entreat the Lord that He would 
forgive us, we also ought to forgive... entreating the all-seeing God 
with supplications that He bring us not into temptation’ (Harmer), 
although he refers also to Matt. xxvi 41. But has he anything to say 
about deliverance from the Evil One? In iv 3, v 3, xi 1, we read, 
‘far from... all evi/,...In like manner the younger men also... 
curbing themselves from all evi/ (xaxod) ... Withhold yourselves from 
all evil (malo)’. While he echoes words of his apostolic teacher 
(Lightfoot on vii 1), including perhaps 1 John ii 16, ‘For all that is 
in the world, the lust’ &c. (Journ. of Phil. xx 69), Polycarp, like the 





NOTES AND STUDIES 559 


Didache, makes no mention of the Evil One (1 John ii 14) in connexion 
with the Prayer, although he denounces the infidel as ‘ of the devil’ and 
the ‘firstborn of Satan’ (vii 1). Upon Lightfoot’s argument from the 
fact that ‘the evil thing is never found in St John’s writings’, 1 
remarked, ‘This suggests more than it was intended to prove’ (/. /. 
p. 189), meaning that the Apostle’s choice of the masculine in a 
doubtful case would merely illustrate his preference for it. 

St James in i 12-15 personifies the evil Desire, a man’s own lust, 
as the Tempter. Some think that he alludes elsewhere to the Lord’s 
Prayer. In this place was he thinking of its dad rod rovypod? or thinking 
of it as ending, ‘ Bring Thou not us into temptation’, which would so 
well account for the allegation that it is God who tempts? For the 
masculine rendering of its last word in the longer form patristic evidence 
preponderates, but the Church Fathers do not always draw the line 
between actual and imaginary personality. Hermas in Mand. vi 1, 
with the approval of later writers, represents that there are two angels 
with a man, one of righteousness and one of wickedness, Like Justin, 
Clement (aed. ii 10, P. 236), and others, he alludes to the story of the 
Choice of Hercules, on which Philo plays at length in De Merc. Meretr. 
(M. ii 265 f), telling us that two Women dwell with us, one tempting 
to all manner of evil and the other pleading against her. 

The last clause of the Prayer as we have it, whether a Greek addition 


or a rendering from some Semitic original, is well paraphrased in the 
Litany, 


From all evil and mischief; from sin, from the crafts and assaults 
of the devil ; from thy wrath, and from everlasting damnation, 
Good Lord, deliver us. 


With the Prayer compare also Sir. xxiii 1, 4 Father (Syr. my Father); 
Apocr, 26 (Resch p. 398) for a Marcionic form of éA@érw xré; Sir. 
xxviii 1-4 (Mark xi 25) for the principle of the Forgiveness clause. 

Log. 43, Resch pp. 116 f, 233f] Be trusty bankers, Gk. tpamefirar, 
lit. Zablers : ‘banker’ is from dank, ‘7. A bench or table used in various 
trades’ (Murray in V. Z. D.). Of this saying, commonly thought to 
be one of the best attested Agrapha, Resch gives numerous citations, 
beginning with Clem. Alex. Korner objects to its attestation as not ot 
early date, and rejects the saying. In substance it is pre-Christian. 
Philo, near the end of De /udice, writes that a judge should be like 
a good money-changer (Ropes p. 142). 

In vol. xxvii of the Journal of Philology, art. ‘Hermas and Cebes’, 
I wrote, that of this Logion, ‘ which a succession of Church writers from 
Clem. Alex. take to mean, “ Be as practised exchangers who detect and 
reject base coin”, Philo, Cebes, Hermas, Matt. xxv 27 and 1 Tim 
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vi 20, 2 Tim. i 14 suggest a better interpretation’ (p. 315). In Cedetis 
Tabula the Deity bids men not to wonder at the freaks of Fortune, and 
not to be like dishonest bankers who receive deposits and are unwilling 
to pay them back on demand. In other words, men are but stewards 
of the gifts of God. 

Log. 59, Resch pp. 133, 261, 292f] Lo, J make the last things as 
the first things. See Lect. p. 22. 

Log. 71, Resch p. 301] See 1 Pet. irz. Some, as Hort, illustrate 
this from Enoch ix 1, where the archangels look down from heaven, 
‘ shewing an interest in the doings upon earth’ ( Journ. of Phil. xxix 196). 

Pericope Adulterae| The substance of the remarks in the S. P.C.K. 
Hermas upon John vii 53-viii 11 is given below with some slight 
additions. 

Westcott and Hort write of the pericope, that ‘In the whole range 
of Greek patristic literature before cent. (10 or) 12 there is but one 
trace of any knowledge of its existence, the reference to it in the 
Apostolic Constitutions {ii 24], as an authority for the reception of 
penitents’; overlooking the fact that it was embodied in the Didascaiia, 
an earlier Greek work now known only in a Syriac and partly in a Latin 
translation. Lagarde, in his edition of the Constitutions in Greek, gives 
a marginal reference to the parallel on the pericope in the Didasca/ia in 
Syriac, and Resch (pp. 36 f, 341) gives it from a Greek retranslation thus, 
‘ And the elders set her that had sinned before Him, and left the judge- 
ment to Him and went off. Then the Aeart-knowing Lord enquired of 
her if the elders had condemned her ; and when she said, No, He said to 
her, Go thy way, neither do I condemn thee’. Hermas, in JZand. iv, states 
the case of a wife found ‘in some adultery’, not improbably suggested 
by the pericope, and in this M/andate only he uses the rare compound 
heart-knowing. Resch (p. 36) regards the pericope as doubtless an 
uncanonical fragment of the ‘ Urevangelium’, and Ropes (p. 144) writes 
that there is nothing of importance to allege against the historic worth 
of the narrative. 

Apocrypha| Some of Resch’s ‘Apocrypha’ are fragments of narra- 
tive only and not ‘Agrapha’ according to our definition. His A. 1-5 
(p. 343 f) relate, the first to John’s baptism in general, and the rest to his 
baptism of our Lord, With A. 2 cf. A. 14, ‘My mother the Holy 
Spirit &c.’ 

A. 4] Coming up from the water He sees the Holy Spirit 
descending in the form of a dove and entering into Him (cioed8. «is) ; 
and a voice from heaven proclaims Him the beloved Son, adding ‘I 
this day have begotten thee’ (Ps. ii 7)—as the Church says of persons 
baptized that they are made children of God (A. 44,7). Cerinthus 
(ap. Iren.) taught that the Christ in the form of a dove then descended 
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upon or into Jesus, but departed and flew back (Lat. revolasse) before 
the Passion. 

A. 5] A burning and a shining light accompanied the Baptism: a 
great light shone around the place, or a fire (cf. Luke xii 49f) was 
kindled in the Jordan, or (Ephr. Syr.) the Son Himself was manifested 
as the Light of the World. See Resch, pp. 357-372. On the eve of the 
consecration of Polycarp a glory of heavenly light, it is said, shone 
around all, and one of the brethren (cp. John i. 32 f) saw a vision of 
a white dove with a halo round it hovering about the head of Polycarp 
(Vit. Pion. § 21 ed. Lightfoot). 

The apocryphal embellishments of the account of the Baptism may 
be traced to Holy Writ expounded more rabbinico. In connexion with 
some of the following remarks upon baptism and the Baptism see 
Jewish Fathers p. 57 f and Addit. Notes 24, 33. On Jewish Baptism 
see the Jewish Encyci. s. v. 

a. Why should baptism effect or symbolize a birth? The Jewish 
proselyte was like a new-born child (Jebam. 48 4): he was xawi «riots, 
for he who made one was as if he had created him, see Gen. Rab. 39. 14 
on Gen. xii 5, comparing the Christian parallels on regeneration through 
baptism. With reference to Gen. i 2, 3 Milton writes, 


And chiefly thou, O Spirit, ... 

. . . thou from the first 
Wast present, and, with mighty wings outspread, 
Dove-like sat’st brooding on the vast abyss, 
And mad’st it pregnant: what in me is dark 
Illumine;... 


The Midrash on Gen. l.c. likens the Spirit to a bird hovering and 
fluttering. The water there is not a symbol of the wvedya, but the 
material element out of which it brings life. The baptismal rebirth of 
a man corresponds to the birth of the cosmos, ‘ Let there be light’ 
applying to both; for (1) Philo in De Poentt. (M. ii 406) writes that 
converts to Jewish monotheism were to be welcomed as men who had 
recovered sight (cf. 2 Clem. R. iné¢.) and from deep darkness had come 
to see most radiant light, and (2) Justin in Afo/. i 61 states that 
Christian baptism was called gwrupds, i//umination’. With a word- 
play the Torah is said to be or (Prov. vi 23), and ‘Aquila uses dwriew 
several times for the hiphil of 7 in the sense seach’ (Cairo Genizah 
Palimpsests p. 80). 

6. A Christological sense having been read into the whole narrative 
of the Hexahemeron in the early Church, the Baptism of Jesus would 


1 "Ev 7§ gwriug dav the Lord says to each through the bishop, ‘ Thou art my 
son; this day have I begotten thee’ (Const. Ap. ii 32). 
VOL. VIL. ome) 
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have been associated with Gen. l.c. and darkness was upon the face of 
the waters. And the spirit of God moved (R. V. marg. brooded) upon 
the face of the waters. And God said, Let there be light: and there was 
light. According to a Syrian ‘Taufliturgie’ the Spirit remained (John 
i 32f) over the head of the Son and incubated over the waters (Resch 
p- 363). Syr.M in John i 5 reads, ‘And He, the light, in the dark- 
ness was shining’... Ephr. Syr. Lc. (Resch p. 358) gives poetically the 
sense of words of the Evangelists, to the effect that Jesus on being 
baptized, as soon as He emerged from the wilderness of the Temptation, 


was manifested as a great light (Matt. iv 16), the ‘true light’ which was 
in the beginning. 


Resch’s Agrapha as a collection was epoch-making, but he classes 
too many of his fragments as ‘Logia’. Ropes ends (p. 160f) with 
a short list of ‘wahrscheinlich echten Agrapha’, including John vii 53 
—viii 11, but passing over other passages of interest rejected by critical 
editors of the N.T. (p. 132f). One of the chief questions raised by 
the discussion of ‘aussercanonische Evangelienfragmente’ is, whether in 
that Pericope the Textus Receptus has preserved a narrative of historic 
worth. 


C. TayLor. 


NOTES ON APOCRYPHA. 


I. 

Niceta of Remesiana de Psal/modiae Bono 3 (p. 70 ed. Burn) says, 
in a passage preserved only in the MSS A, V (the Bibles of La Cava 
and of Farfa), ‘Neque enim illud volumen temerarie recipiendum est 
cuius inscriptio est INQVISITIO ABRAHAE (Abrae A) ubi cantasse ipsa 
animalia et fontes et elementa finguntur. Cum nullius sit fidei liber ipse 
nulla auctoritate subnixus.’ 

The name Jnguisitio Abrahae does not occur elsewhere: and in the 
apocryphal books which we possess under Abraham’s name there is 
nothing nearer to Niceta’s matter (as both Dom Morin and Dr Burn 
have seen) than a talking tree. 

There is, however, a book in which are set out in detail the hours of 
the day and night at which animals, fountains, and elements adore their 
Maker. I mean, of course, the Testament of Adam. The following 


sentences from it are to the point here (see Zexts and Studies II 2, 
Apocrypha Anecdota 1 p. 140). 





NOTES AND STUDIES 


Third hour of the day Adoration of the birds. 

Fourth ,, o Adoration of the animals on earth. 

Eighth ,, - Adoration of the light and of the waters. 

Tenth ,, ” The prayer of the waters. 

Second hour of the night Adoration of the fish .... 

Third - ~ Adoration of the lower depths .... 

Fifth i 1 Adoration of the waters that are above the 
heavens. At this hour... I and the angels 
used to hear the sound of the great waves 
lifting up their voices to give praise to God. 

These quotations make it easy to anticipate my conjecture. I can 
hardly doubt that Niceta had in his mind this section of the Testament 
of Adam, and that copyists have made him say Jnguisitio Abrae (or 

Abrahae) whereas he really wrote Dispositio Adae. Dispositio is a 

legitimate equivalent of dajyxy. Compare the last words of 3 Esdras 

in the two Old Latin versions. One reads secundum dispositionem, the 
other secundum testamentum, domini dei Israel. 


II. 


In Salomon and Saturn (ed. Kemble p. 156), Salomon is speaking. 
He says :— 


‘Tell me of the land where no man may step with feet. 

Saturnus quoth: The sailor over the sea, the noble one was named 
Wandering Wolf (Weallende Wulf), well known unto the tribes of the 
Philistines, the friend of Nebrond (i.e. Nimrod). He slew upon the 
plain five and twenty dragons at daybreak, and himself fell down there 
dead; therefore that land may not any man—that boundary place 
any one visit, nor bird fly over it, or any more the cattle of the field. 
Thence the poisonous race first of all widely arose, which now bubbling 
through breath of poison force their way. Yet shines his sword mightily 
sheathed, and over his burial-place glimmer the hilts.’ 

The above is Kemble’s rendering of the verses. I have not preserved 
his division of the lines. 

The question of the sources of Salomon and Saturn is very obscure. 
Believing as I do with Kemble that the foundation of it is to be sought 
in the Contradictio Salomonis which is mentioned in the so-called 
Gelasian decree, I am inclined to accept as probable the idea that 
traces of other apocryphal books may be found in it: and in the 
passage I have quoted I suspect that there exists a reminiscence, 
distorted, and amalgamated with Northern myth, of another book men- 
tioned in the same decree and thus described :— 

‘ Liber de Ogia (Ugya) nomine gigante qui cum dracone post diluvium 
(v. 2. ante dil. cum Drac.) ab haereticis pugnasse perhibetur.’ 

Which, again, I have no doubt, had some connexion with 4 rév yeyévrwv 
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mpayparteia, a Manichaean book mentioned in a list given by Timotheus 
of Constantinople (see Fabric. Cod. Apocr. N.T. i 139). 

What principally induces me to think that in Salomon and Saturn an 
old Biblical apocryphon is being alluded to is the coupling of the dragon- 
slayer’s name with that of Nimrod. In the original tale, Og cannot 
have succumbed in his fight (as in the poem): he survived to be killed 
by Moses, according to the Jewish legend. I suggest no more than 
that a reminiscence of his adventure may be fairly suspected in the 
passage I have quoted. We may expect more light upon the matter 
from the commentary on Sa/omon and Saturn which is to be given to us 
by Dr Arthur Ritter von Vincenti. (Jiinchener Beitr. 2. Roman, u. 
Engl. Philol.) 


III. 


fElfric, in his Homily on the decollation of St John Baptist (ed, Thorpe 
i 486, Ailfric Soc.), says :— 

‘Some heretics said that the head (of John) blew the King’s wife 
Herodias, for whom he had been slain, so that she went with winds over 


all the world: but they erred in that saying, for she lived to the end of 
her life after the slaying of John.’ 


A picturesque legend which I have not elsewhere met with. Should 
it not be connected with the myth that Herodias led a nightly train of 
followers, who under her auspices celebrated witches’ sabbaths ? 

Compare, among many other passages, John of Salisbury, Polycrat. 
ii 17 ‘Quale est quod Noctilucam quamdam vel Herodiadem vel 
praesidem noctis dominam (/. Dianam ?) concilia et conuentus de nocte 
asserunt conuocare,’ etc. 


IV. 


Among the manuscripts recently bequeathed to the Fitzwilliam 
Museum by our generous benefactor, the late Mr Frank McClean, is 
an especially interesting copy of the Aurora of Petrus de Riga with the 
supplements of Egidius of Paris. The Awvora is a versified Bible: the 
poem, if such it may be called, was written late in the twelfth century, 
and was very popular. It has never been printed tx extenso. Of all 
the copies of it which I have seen, the McClean MS is by far the most 
interesting, in virtue of its very copious marginal annotations. The 
manuscript is of the thirteenth century and so are the marginal notes, 
which are in several hands. The script seems to me French, perhaps 
Eastern French: but I will not commit myself to any definite statement 
as to its provenance, 

In the earlier part of the book three authorities are very largely quoted, 
viz. the Zc/oga of Theodulus (ascribed here to John Chrysostom), the 
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Revelation of the Pseudo-Methodius, and—most interesting of all— 
the Pseudo-Philo de Antiguitatibus Bibdlicis, the book which, thrice 
printed in the sixteenth century, eluded the notice of modern scholars 
until Dr Cohn drew attention to it in a long and interesting article in 
the Jewish Quarterly Review a few years ago. Of this legendary 
Biblical chronicle—that is, of the old Latin version in which alone 
we possess the extant portion—only three manuscripts are known to 
exist. The mediaeval Hebrew Chronicle of Jerahmeel, translated by Dr 
M. Gaster, has incorporated large portions of it, but is dependent on 
the Latin version. The work has left singularly few traces in 
mediaeval Western literature and seems to have been wholly unknown 
to the Eastern Church. There is one solitary quotation in the Historia 
Scholastica of Petrus Comestor of Troyes; but I do not know where 
else to look for any evidence of use. It was known at Tréves. The 
Phillipps MS of it—our oldest—came from that city, and two other 
Tréves MSS, one at Cheltenham and one in the town library of Tréves, 
contain short extracts from it. It is, therefore, particularly interesting 
to find some thirty passages from this ancient and curious book quoted 
(usually in an abridged form) by our thirteenth-century annotator of the 
Aurora. He calls his author Philo throughout, and on one occasion 
‘Phylo Alexandrinus disertissimus Iudeorum.’ 

The quotations are scattered over the whole text of the Pseudo-Philo, 
and there is no indication that the annotator possessed a more complete 
form of the book than we do, nor that his copy differed materially from 
ours. 

Another interesting series of notes, by a different hand, still of the 
thirteenth century, is found among the comments on the Gospel 
History. 


f. 143%. ‘Dicitur quod cum herodes occidi iuberet innocentes [quod] 
mater Nathanahel abscondit eum sub foliis fici iuxta bethleem ne 
inueniretur ad occidendum, et sic euasit. Unde Ihesus dixit Nonne 
cum esses sub ficu uidi te ?’ 


The same legend is in Solomon of Basgrah’s Book of the Bee, ed. 
Budge, p. 86. 


f. 158>. On the parable of Dives and Lazarus :— 


‘Amonofis dicitur esse nomen diuitis. et nota historiam esse non 
parabolam,’ 


The names (hitherto known) given to the rich man are Phinees and 
Nineve. The Albi MS of the Jventiones Nominum printed by me 
in the JouRNAL’ gives another name which I was quite unable to read. 


1 J.T. S. vol. iv no. 14 pp. 221 ff. 





a 


P< 


Se ee 
pr ee Peet 2 


_ 
lj 
+ 


566 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 


f. 161%. On the cleansing of the Temple. The text asks, ‘Why did 
not the buyers and sellers resist our Lord?’ The note is :— 


‘In libris euangeliorum quibus utuntur nazareni legitur quod radii 
prodierunt ex oculis eius quibus territi fugabantur.’ 


’ 

This is startling. Jerome i Joc. has a remark which might be the 
source of the note, but says nothing about the Nazarene Gospel. 
‘Mihi inter omnia signa quae fecit hoc uidetur mirabilius esse : quod 
unus homo, et illo tempore contemptibilis . . . Scribis et Pharisaeis 
contra se saeuientibus, et uidentibus lucra destrui, potuerit ad unius 
flagelli uerbera tantam eiicere multitudinem .. . et alia facere quae 
infinitus non fecisset exercitus. Igneum enim quiddam atque sidereum 
radiabat ex oculis eius, et diuinitatis maiestas lucebat in facie.’ 

It is very likely the annotator’s own conjecture that Jerome was 
using the Nazarene Gospel; but there is just a possibility that some 
other document may have given him grounds for his conjecture. 

He is interested in this particular Gospel, for he elsewhere quotes 
somewhat incorrectly the statements (also found in Jerome on Matthew), 
that the man with the withered hand was a stone-mason, that Barabbas 
means ‘filius magistri’, and that the lintel of the Temple was broken 
at the Crucifixion. 

Other curious notes of his are these :— 


(Of those who rose from their graves at the Crucifixion.) ‘Sanctus 
Scarioth unus eorum fuisse perhibetur, qui sepultus est in Ierusalem.’ 

(On the title on the Cross.) ‘ebraice malcus iudeorum. et grece 
basileos exemosleon. latine rex confitentium.’ 


For exemosleon read éfopodoyotvrwv. In certain pictures, chiefly early 
Italian, this inscription is actually found on the title of the Cross. 


V. 


In the Leucian Acts of John (in a passage quoted at the second 
Nicene Council and also preserved in a Vienna MS first published by 
me in Apocrypha Anecdota II) there is the ‘ollowing curious sentence. 
St John is speaking of the Passion :— 

eye pev ov doy abriv wdcxovra odd: rpowepewa atrod TH mda, GAN 
Epuyov eis 7d Gpos trav éAatav KAaliwy eri ro cupPeBynxirr, Kai Gre TO 
dpovBatw drexpepaoOn, dpas Exrys hpepivs oKxdros éf’ GAs THs ys eyeyover 
(Bonnet Act. Apost. Apocr. II i 199). 

The following are the variants for the words underlined :— 

TH dpovBa éxpenaoOy, the Vienna MS. 
t® oravpo, Ottobon. Gr. 27 cent. xv (Acts of the Nicene Council). 


- a. Sve, Ge 8808 -~o - » ’ 
70 dpov Boao }Labbe's Concilia 1671. 
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tolle clamabatur, Latin version of the Acts of the Council by 
Anastasius Bibliothecarius. 


The reading 7@ dpovBdrw is supported by three manuscripts of the 
Acts of the Council, one (Taurinensis B. ii 9) being the oldest, of cent. 
xiii-xiv. 

I ventured a conjecture which Bonnet justly describes as ‘speciosa 
sed falsa’. 

Hilgenfeld in Zeitschr. fiir wissenschaftl. Theol., 1897, p. 470, Says :— 


‘Ich finde, hier, wohl aus dem alten Hebrier-Evangelium, die 
RAINY, vespera sabbati, dies Veneris, die [lapacxevy, 6 éore 
mpordBBarov (Mc. xv 42) in deren 6. Stunde 1d oxéros éyévero 
ag’ SAqy tiv yav (Mc. xv 33). 

In a later publication of the text (/.c., 1900, p. 14) he reads in the 
text rj dpovf¢ and in the note ‘xa y vel xnany’. 

I am unable to say how far this conjecture met with acceptance: to 
myself, so long as it was not backed up by evidence of usage, it was 
unconvincing, and it had entirely disappeared from my mind. 
Recently, when reading the Book of the Bee, composed by Solomon of 
Basrah in the thirteenth century, and edited with translation by Dr 
E. A. Wallis Budge in Anecdota Oxoniensia (1886), I noticed in ch. xliv 
‘Of the Passion of our Lord” (p. 99) this passage :— 


‘As regards the name of ‘ar@bhtd, [i.e. the eve of the Jewish 
Sabbath], it was not known until this time [that is, the time of 
the Passion], but that day was called the sixth day. , And when 
the sun became dark, and the divine care also set and abandoned 
the Israelitish people, then that day was called ‘ar#bhta.’ 


The word recalled to me the dpovBarw of the Acts of John, and on 
consulting Bonnet’s edition, I found the reference to Hilgenfeld’s 
conjecture. 

The passage from Solomon, late as it is, is very valuable as supplying 
evidence of Christian’ usage of the word ‘ar@dhtaé in the sense of 
Friday, and thus giving needed and to my mind strong confirmation 
of Hilgenfeld’s brilliant interpretation. The juxtaposition of the word 
both in the Acts of John and in Solomon with the darkness is 
accidental but noteworthy. 

The passage in the Acts of John gains an excellent sense from this 
interpretation: ‘And when on the Friday He was hung (on the cross), 
at the sixth hour of the day darkness had come (or came) over all the 
earth.’ 

There is, I think, no other instance of an unusual Semitic word in 


1 Instances of Jewish usage of the word in this sense are, as Professor Burkitt 
informs me, readily producible. 
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the text of these Acts. Does the occurrence of one here point, as 
Hilgenfeld thought, to the use of the Hebrew Gospel, or to a common 
employment of this particular term in the sphere of influence of the 
writer, whom we call Leucius, and whom we suppose to have lived in 
Asia Minor? 


M. R. James. 


PROLEGOMENA TO THE COMMENTARY OF 
PELAGIUS ON THE EPISTLES OF ST PAUL. 


THE purpose of this paper is twofold. I desire, in the first place, to 
enumerate all the manuscripts known to me of those works from which 
alone the commentary of Pelagius on the Pauline Epistles can be (partly 
or wholly) reconstructed. Secondly, I give a list of initia and fines of 
the Pseudo-Jerome’s and Pseudo-Primasius’s commentaries, in the hope 
that librarians and scholars willing to help may discover and make 
known to me other manuscripts of importance. The ultimate object 
of this work is an edition of Pelagius’s commentaries, which has been 
undertaken for the Cambridge Zexts and Studies’. 

(1) Quotations in Augustine :— 

De Peccatorum Meritis (111 1-6; 9; 21). 
De Gestis Pelagii (39). 
De Peccato Originali (23). 

For manuscripts of the second and third see the edition by C. F. Urba 
and J. Zycha (Corp. Script. Eccl. Lat. vol. xxxxii). 

The following manuscripts of the De Peccatorum Meritis are known 
to me :— 

Troyes 646 (saec. xii). 
St Omer 108 (saec. xii). 
St Omer 206 (saec. xii), 
Douai 276 (saec. xii). 

(2) Quotations in Marius Mercator :—Commonitorium super nomine 
Caelestii (II 1-9) Rome, Bibliotheca Vaticana Palatina, 234 (saec. ix-x). 

(3) The Pseudo-Jerome Commentary on thirteen Pauline epistles :— 

(2) 
Paris, B. N. 1853 (saec. ix). St Gall 330(Col. Tit.(?) 1, 2 Tim.(?)) 
Epinal 6 (saec. ix-x). (saec. ix). 
Munich 13038 (saec. ix). Rome (fragm.) (saec. vi). 

* I am already indebted to Dr H. Zimmer's Pelagius in Irland, and Dr S. Hell- 
mann’s Sedulius Scottus, as also to private communications from Dr Bonnet, 
Dr Holder, Dr Mercati, Prof. J. E. B. Mayor, Dom Morin, Monsieur H. Omont, 


and MrC. H. Turner. The French Minister of Public Instruction kindly caused 
the MS of Epinal to be sent to Paris for my use. 
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Munich 6235 (extracts) (saec. x) 
(see below). 

Munich 14500 (fragm.) (saec. ix). 

Paris, S. Genevitve 1370 (fragm.) 
(saec. xii-xiii). 

Florence, Laur. Plut. xv Dext. Cod. 
i (saec. xii). 

Troyes 486 (saec. xii). 

Arras 185 (saec. xii). 

Salisbury 5 (saec. xii). 

Dublin, Trin. Coll. 254 (saec. xv). 
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Oxford, Merton 26 (saec. xv). 

Oxford, Balliol 157 (saec. xv). 

Cambridge, Univ. Ff. IV 31 (saec. 
xv). 

(?) Cheltenham, 
(saec. xv). 

(?) Bern 344 (saec. x). 

(?) Ghent 446 (saec. xii-xiii). 

(?) Jura 29 (extracts) (saec. xiii). 

see also (13*). 


Phillipps 1295 


(2) 


The following, amongst many others, contain the prefaces :— 


St Gall 70 (saec. viii). 

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Lat. 108 (saec. 
ix). 

Munich 6229 (saec. viii-ix). 

St Gall 83 (saec. ix). 

Florence, Laur. Plut. x, Dext. Cod. 
ii (saec. ix—x). 

Berlin, Lat. 5 (Phill. 1659) (Metz) 
(saec. x). 

Munich 6235 (saec. x). 

Munich 17043 (saec. x). 

Paris, Bibl. Nat. 9553 (saec. xi). 

Escorial I III 28 (saec. xi-xii). 

Cambridge, Trin. Coll. 148 (saec. 
xii). 

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Lat. 44 (saec. 
xii). 


Grenoble, 26 (saec. xii). 

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Lat. 109 (saec. 
xiii in.). 

Grenoble 28 (saec. xiii). 

Grenoble 29 (saec. xiii) 

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Lat. 
(saec. xiii in.). 

Bern A 73 (saec. xiii—xiv). 

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 266 (saec. 
xiv). 

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Lat. 103 (saec. 
xii in.). 

Brussels 1020 (saec. ?). 

(?) St Gall 63 (saec. ix). 

(?) Brussels 1024 (saec. xi), 

see also (7) (8) (10) (12). 
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(4) The Pseudo-Primasius Commentary on thirteen (fourteen) Pauline 


epistles :— 


Einsiedeln 16 (saec. x). 
Grenoble 270 (saec. xii) *. 


See also (13*). 


(5) The Haymo-Remigius Commentary (manuscripts later than the 
eleventh century are not mentioned) :— 


Paris, Bibl. Nat. 2409 (saec. ix) 
(Rom. 1, 2 Cor. 1, 2 Thess.). 


Paris, Bibl. Nat. 13409 (saec. 
ix). 


2 I have no doubt this is the MS from which the edifio princeps was printed. 
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London, B. M. Harl. 3102 (saec. Avranches 115 (saec. xi). 
ix) (Rom. 1 Cor.)*. Douai 343 (saec. xi). 
(Paris, Bibl. Nat. 2412 (saec. x) (Douai 344 (saec. xi) (Hebr.).) 
(Hebr.).) Munich 21536 sq. (saec. xi). 
Paris, Bibl. Nat. 12303 (saec. x). | Le Mans 229 (saec. xi) (Rom. 1, 
Paris, Bibl. Nat. 2452 (saec. x). 2 Cor., Hebr.). 
Paris, Bibl. Nat. 17290 (saec. x), Angers 67 (saec. xi). 
(Romans wanting) anonymous, Angers 1902 (saec. xi) (title and 
and partly arranged as a lec- one leaf). 
tionary. 
(6) The collection of Irish Canons :— 
Thirteen manuscripts mentioned in Wasserschleben’s edition (Leipzig 
1885). 
(7) The Wiirzburg MS th. f. 12 (saec. viii-ix). 
The glosses are edited by Zimmer Pée/agius in Irland pp. 39-137- 
(8) The Book of Armagh (saec. ix). 
See Zimmer of. cit. pp. 35-39- 


(9) The Collectaneum in epistulas Pauli of Sedulius Scottus (see 
Traube’s O Roma Nobilis p. 60, and Hellmann’s Sedulius Scottus 
p. 190 ff) :— 

Ziirich Ixxii (saec. x). 

Fulda (saec. xi-xii). 

Bamberg B V 24 (saec. xii). 

Munich 9545 (saec. x) (Rom. 1, 2 Cor.). 

Munich 6238 (saec. x ex.) (lacks Rom., 1, 2 Thess.). 

(10) Vienna, Hofbibliothek 1247 (saec. xi). 

See Zimmer of. cit. pp. 26-39, 138-155. 

(11) St Gall 73 (saec. ix). 

Contains the purest form of the text yet known. Discovered, collated, 
and partly published by Zimmer (of. cit. pp. 280-448). Unless I am 
mistaken, however, Karlsruhe Augiensis cxix (saec. ix in.) (anon.) con- 


tains a still purer form. Paris, B. N. 653 (saec. ix) (anon.) is also of the 
highest importance. 


(12) Berlin, Lat. 48 (Phill. 1650, originally of S. Vincentius in Metz) 
(saec. xi ex.) *. 


(13) The ‘Expositio Libri Comitis’ of Zmaragdus (cf. Diimmler 
in Neues Archiv IV 251) :— 


1 Of the three oldest Denifle, Die abendlandischen Schrifiausleger bis Luther, &c. 
(Mainz 1905) p. 18, mentions only the second. 

2 Riggenbach must share with me the credit of the discovery of this MS 
(Unbeachtet gebliebene Fragmente des Pelagius-Kommentars, Gitersloh 1903, p..22). 
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St Gall 424 (saec. ix). Boulogne-sur-mer 25 (saec. x). 

St Gall 435 (saec. ix). Munich 6210 (saec. ix). 

St Omer 257 (saec. x). Munich 6214 (saec. x). 

London, Brit. Mus. 21914 (saec. Oxford, Bodl. Barlow 4 (saec. ix-x). 
x) (imperf.). Luxemburg 135 (29) (saec. x). 

Paris, Bibl. Nat. 2341 (saec. ix). Berlin, Lat. 695 theol. fol. 344 

Einsiedeln 39 (saec. ix). (Werden) (saec. x).’ 


(13*) The following anonymous commentaries may be identical 
or closely connected with (3) (4) or (11). 

Monte Cassino no. 60 (saec. x). Vorau 284 (saec. xii-xiii). 
Antwerp, Musée Plantin 45 (saec. St Gall 877 (saec. ix) (fragm.). 

ix ?). Paris, Bibl. Nat. 17290 (saec. x). 
Leipzig, Univ. (Feller p. 374). Monte Cassino 522 (saec. ?). 
Leipzig, Univ. (Feller p. 378). Todi 46 (saec. ix-x). 

Einsiedeln 30 (saec. xii). 


(13**) The following may contain Pelagian glosses, as do (7) (10) 
12). 
i Orléans 79 (saec. x in.). 
Brussels 1020 (saec. ?). 
Brussels 1024 (saec. xi). 
and any MSS of the Pauline Epistles earlier than the end of the eleventh 
or the twelfth century which contain glosses. 


Pelagius (Pseudo-Hieronymus) Prologues. 


(General) Jvc. Primum quaeritur quare post euangelia quae .. . 
L£xpi. iuxta Tertullianum aut Lucae iuxta quosdam uel certe 
Clementis discipuli apostolorum (or otherwise). 
Rom. Jc. Romani (sunt) ex Iudaeis et gentibus qui crediderunt... 
£xpl. uicissim eos humilians ad pacem et concordiam cohor- 
tatur. Finit prologus. 
or Inc. Romani sunt in partibus Italiae. Hii praeuenti sunt... 
L£xpl. ad ueram euangelicam fidem scribens eis a Corintho. 
Finit amen. 
i Cor. Jnc. Corinthii sunt Achaii, (Hii) similiter ab apostolis (apo- 
stolo) audierunt.. . 
£xpi. scribens eis ab Epheso. 
or per Timotheum cohortans et corripiens ut salui fiant in 
Christo Iesu domino nostro. 


1 Riggenbach has enumerated a number of passages which Zmaragdus has 
quoted from Pelagius in Unbeachtet gebliebene Fragmente p. 23. My own researches 


confirm his conclusion that Zmaragdus knew Primasius as a commentator on the 
Apocalypse only. 
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Post actam (ab eisdem Corinthiis) paenitentiam con- 
solatorias (-am) .. . 

conlaudans eos hortatur ad meliora per Tychicum. 

contristatos quidem sed emendatos ostendit. 

Hi(i) uerbum ueritatis _pri- 


Galatae sunt Graeci. 
mum (-0)... 

ad fidem ueritatis scribens eis ab Epheso. 

Ephesii sunt (Graeci) Asiani.. . 

praecipit instituta moralia (mor. praec. inst.). 

Philippenses sunt Macedones. Hii accepto... 

de carcere per Epaphroditum. 

libenter usque ad mortem certare pro Christo. 

Thessalonicenses sunt Macedones, qui accepto uerbo. .. 

per Tychicum diaconum et Onesimum acolitum. 

ergo illos ad maiora prouocat apostolus, 

Thessalonicensibus (ad Thessalonicenses) secundam 
scripsit (scribit) epistolam (apostolus) . . . 

per Tychicum diaconum et Onesimum acolitum, 

quem uellent pro Christo facere inducerent ad suaden- 
dum. 

Colossenses et hii sicut Laodicenses sunt Asiani : . . 

per Tychicum diaconem et Onesimum acolitum. 

Timotheum instruit et docet de ordinatione episcopi... 

Timotheus episcopus fuit et discipulus Pauli apostoli.. . 

scribens (autem) ei a Macedonia (Nicopoli) per Tychi- 
cum (diaconum). 

Item Timotheo scribit (scripsit) de exhortatione mar- 
tyrii... 

scripsit (scribens) ei ab urbe Roma (de carcere), 

Titum discipulum suum epistula commonet et instruit 
(with some variations) .. . 

scribit ei ab Athenis. 

scripsit ei ab Athenis, scripta a Roma alibi de Nicopoli. 

Philemoni familiares litteras facit pro Onesimo .. . 

de carcere per (eundem) Onesimum acolitum. 


Pseudo-Hieronymus. 


Litteris tuis cursim mihi adlatis . . . 

ab omnibus sapientibus et interpretantur et praedicantur. 

Paulus. Quaerimus quare Paulus scribat, cum Saulus... 

spiritum sanctum significat. Item infert: Cogniti soli 
sapienti deo... in saecula saeculorum. amen. 

Paulus. Paulus quod nomen praeponit in epistulis . .. 
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quo modo, inquiens, dicit amen super tuam benedi- 
ctionem ? 

Paulus apostolus etc. 
stulis ... 

quod omnes in his donis uelit esse perfectos. 

Paulus apostolus, etc. Sicut sacrarum scripturarum 
testatur... 

spiritaliter conuersamini, ut spiritaliter circumcisi. 

Paulus apostolus, etc. Non meis meritis.., 

per saecularia Christi dilectio non uiolatur. 

Paulus et Timotheus etc., Ambo serui non ambo apo- 
stoli... 

Qui sunt nuper de Caesaris domo conuersi, Gratia 
domini . . . amen. 

Paulus apostolus Iesu Christi per uoluntatem dei... 

imitamini tolerantiam passionum, Gratia domini nostri 
... amen. 

Paulus et Siluanus etc. Quia per ipsos filiis uerbum ... 

gratia cum omnibus perseueret. 

Paulus et Siluanus etc. Qui sibi talem ecclésiam con- 
quisiuit . . . 

ut post eam nec sibi nec angelo crederetur. 

Paulus apostolus Iesu Christi. Auctoritas et nominis 
et officii... 

permaneat in aeternum. 

Paulus apostolus etc. Non meis meritis.. , 

spiritaliter uiuis. Gratia uobiscum. amen. 

Paulus seruus dei. Non peccati... 

quod excipit apostolus quos salutat. 

Paulus uinctus etc. In carcere uel in catenis... 

Non alicuius criminis causa, sed fidei societate. 


Quaeritur cur in omnibus epi- 


Pseudo-Primasius *. 


Primo intellegere nos oportet . . . 

rapinam bonorum uestrorum cum gaudio suscepistis. 
‘Paulus,’ id est, pusillus et ultimus; ex Saulo Paulus. .. 
per Iesum Christum non a nobis ipsis. 

Corinthii sunt Achaici: et hi similiter. .. 

ideo quod ipsis scribit, omni Achaiae scribit, 

Paulus auctoritatis est nomen... 


1 This commentary in its printed form is considerably contaminated from Aug. 
Div. Quaest., Div. Quaest. ad Simpl., Acad., Comm. ep. Rom., C. duas epist. Pelag., 
and Hier, Comm, ep. Gal. 
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Quo modo dicit amen super tuam benedictionem. 

Post actam paenitentiam, consolatoriam . . . 

conlaudans eos hortatur ad meliora. 

‘Paulus apostolus Iesu Christi’. 
omnibus epistulis . . . 

aliquantis iustioribus uobis, ita sit cum omnibus 
uobis. 

Galatae sunt Graeci: hi uerbum ueritatis ... 

et ceteros in ordinem apostolatus elegit. 

‘Paulus apostolus’. Ut saepe dictum est, pusillus... 

spiritaliter circumcisi estis, et spiritaliter conuersamini. 

Ephesii sunt Asiani. Hi accepto uerbo... 

usque ad finem moralia praecipit statuta. 

‘Paulus apostolus Christi Iesu’. Sicut in omnibus 
epistulis auctoritas . . . 

saeculi amore Christi dilectio uiolatur. 
urbe. 

Quid sanctus Hieronymus de diuo Paulo dixerit .. . 

libenter usque ad mortem certare pro Christo. 

‘Paulus et Timotheus serui Iesu Christi’. Omnis 
apostolus seruus ; non omnis seruus apostolus.. . 

etiam de officio Caesaris multos fuisse conuersos. 

Thessalonicenses sunt Macedones. Hi in Christo 
Iesu... 

per Tychicum diaconem et Onesimum acolythum. 

‘ Paulus et Siluanus et Timotheus ecclesiae Thessaloni- 
censium’, Per Siluanum et Timotheum non solum 
BB oc , 

*sanctos’ possumus baptizatos accipere. 

‘ Paulus et Siluanus et Timotheus . . . pax a deo patre 
nostro et domino Iesu Christo’. Sancti sunt, id est, 
ecclesia et omnes... 

nec ad semet ipsam, nisi manu propria perscripta 
reciperent. 

Colossenses et hi, sicut Laodicenses, sunt Asiani, et 
ipsi praeuenti. . . 

ne per filosofiam uel legis caerimonias seducantur. 

‘Paulus apostolus ... et Timotheus frater’. Non 
meis meritis, sed dei uoluntate .. . 


qui cum ea permanserint, et eam se gratis accepisse 
fatentur. 


Quaeritur cur in 


Scripta ab 


Timotheum instruit et docet de ordinatione episco- 
patus ... 
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esse uitandos et cauendos omnibus modis. 

‘ Paulus apostolus Christi’. Praeponit et nominis. . . 

‘Gratia tecum. amen’. permaneat in aeternum. 

Timotheo scribit iterum de exhortatione . . . 

quam dei praedicant ueritatem. 

‘Paulus apostolus ... per uoluntatem dei’. 
sueta ueritate et humilitate .. . 

qui carne mortuus est spiritaliter uiuens. 
ab urbe. 

Titum commonefacit et instruit .. . 

qui in scripturis Iudaicis credunt. 

‘Paulus seruus dei’, Seruus erat dei, non peccati.. . 

Vere, siue fideliter. Scripta de Nicopoli. 

Philemoni familiares litteras . . . 

a Roma de carcere. 

‘Paulus uinctus Iesu Christi... Appiae sorori karis- 
simae’. In euangelio erat adiutor... 

‘cum spiritu uestro, amen’. Scripta ab urbe Roma’. 


Con- 


Scriptae 


A. SOUTER. 


ON THE TEXT OF THE DE SACERDOTIO OF 
ST CHRYSOSTOM. 


I. Tue MSS or THE de Sacerdotio. 


THE treatise on the Priesthood, perhaps the most famous of all 
Chrysostom’s works, is contained in a large number of MSS in the 


various libraries of Europe. 


In view of my forthcoming edition of 


this treatise (in the series of Cambridge Patristic Texts under the 
editorship of Dr Mason), I felt it to be desirable to examine the 
numerous MSS contained in the Biblioth¢que Nationale at Paris: 
by the kindness of the managers of the Hort Fund, who made a grant 
for this purpose, my project was facilitated, and was carried into effect 
in December 1904 and January 1905. 

The MSS to which reference is made in this article are all in the 
Biblioth¢que Nationale, with the exception of those designated by 
the letters a, 4, x,y,z. A brief description of each is necessary. 
a= Codex Augustanus: once at Augsburg (Augusta Vindelicorum), 

now in the Hof-und-Staats Bibliothek at Munich, where it is Cod. 
Graec. Monac. No. 384, Saec. xi, parch. Ccntains the de sac. in 


* I omit all reference to the Epistle to the Hebrews, because Pelagius did not 
write a commentary on that epistle. 
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foll. 140-207. See Ign. Hardt Catalogus Codd. MSS Graecorum 
Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae vol. iv pp. 22-27. Used by Hoeschel 
for his edition of 1599. 


6 = Cod. Palatinus. Present whereabouts unknown. Used by Hoeschel 
for his edition of 1599, and our knowledge of its readings is derived 
entirely from him. In 1599 it was at Heidelberg. 


¢ = Cod. Reg. 492. Bibliothtque Nationale, Paris’. Saec. x (‘copié en 
gio’), parch. 316 foll. The de sac, is contained in foll. 240-316. 
Also designated as Fontebl. Reg. 2290. A full collation of its 
readings is given at the end of vol. i of the reprint of Montfaucon’s 
edition (Paris, 1839). 

d = Cod. Reg. 581. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 256 foll. Contains 
only a fragment (part of the fifth and the whole of the sixth book) 
of the de sac. Also designated as Colbert 418. 


e = Cod. Reg. 765 A. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. This MS appears 
twice in Omont’s Index; once, correctly, as 765 A, the other time 
incorrectly as 565 A, a number to which there is no corresponding 
entry in the text of Omont’s work. Contains the de sac. in foll. 1-75. 


f=Cod. Reg. 799. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. peint. 395 foll. 
Contains the de sac. in foll. 1-87 r. A full collation is given at 
the end of vol. i of the reprint of Montfaucon. 


g=Cod. Reg. 800. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 310 foll. The 
de sac. occupies foll. 1-64. It is complete: in Omont ‘libri iv’ 
should be ‘libri vi’. 


hk = Cod. Reg. 801. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 427 foll. Contains 


de sac. in foll. 3-73. Also designated Colbert 974. It was used 
by Montfaucon. 


# = Cod. Reg. 802. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 309 foll. Contains 
the de sac. in foll. 2-68r. Also designated Colbert 247. Used by 
Montfaucon. 


k = Cod. Reg. 803. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 298 foll. Contains 


the de sac. in foll. 2-72. Also styled Colbert 248. Used by Mont- 
faucon. 


7 = Cod. Reg. 804. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 698 foll. Contains 
books iii-vi of the de sac. in foll 1-104. Brought from Constan- 
tinople. 


m = Cod. Reg. 805. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi (written in 1064), parch. 
236 foll. Also styled Reg. 2351. The de sac. occupies foll. 1- 
66r. Brought from Chios. 


m= Cod. Reg. 806. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. 321 foll. peint. 
Also styled Hurault. Reg. 1819. The de sac. occupies foll. 1-48. 
Used by Montfaucon. 


1 On this and the other MSS in the Bibl. Nat., see H. Omont Jnventaire som- 
seaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibl. Nationale (Paris, 1898). 
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o=Cod. Reg. 807. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 279 foll. Also 
styled Fontebl. Reg. 2354. It contains a fragment from the end 
of bk. vi of the de sac. (in foll. 1-5 r). 


p=Cod. Reg. 812. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 249 foll. Also 
styled Colbert 3055. The de sac. occupies foll. 196 v-249. Used 
by Montfaucon. 

g = Cod. Reg. 813. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 244 foll. Also 
styled Mazarin Reg. 1973. It contains in foll. 223-244 the first 
three books of the de sac. The end of book ii and the beginning 
of book iii are mutilated. Of book vi only a fragment remains. 
Used by Montfaucon. 

x= Cod. Reg. 1024. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. 304 foll. Also 
styled Colbert 3061. It contains the de sac. in foll. 2-108 r. 
Used by Montfaucon. 

s=Cod. Reg. 1181. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii-xiii, parch. 228 foll. 
Also styled Trichet-Dufresne-Reg. 2350. Contains the de sac. in 
foll. 50-160. 

¢#=Cod. Coislinianus 61. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 319 foll. 
Contains the de sac. in foll. 1-131 r. 


u = Cod. Coislinianus 245. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 218 foll. 
Contains in foll. 1-56 the de sac., with the beginning of each book 
mutilated. 

w= Cod. Coislinianus 246. Bibl. Nat. Saec. x, parch. 275 foll. 
Contains the de sac. in foll. 1-79. 


x = Cod. Passioneus. The MS breaks off at Montf. 379 4 11 (ii 7): 
a full collation of the part that is preserved may be found at the 
end of vol. i of the reprint of Montfaucon. 


y = Cod. Collegii Corporis Christi Oxon.: in C.C.C., Oxford. Saec. 
xiii, parch. 140 foll. See Coxe Catalogus codd. MSS in Collegiis 
Aulisque Oxon. pars 2, p. 5,n. 21. This MS was used by Savile. 
I owe my collation of it to my friend Mr Vincent Benson, Scholar 
of New College, Oxford. 


z = Cod. Collegii Novi, Oxon.: in New College, Oxford. Saec. xii, 
parch. 360 foll. Coxe, uéi supra, pars i, p. 23, no. 79. Used by 
Savile. Collated in full for me by Mr Benson. 


Berl. = Cod. Berolinensis: in the Kénigliche Bibliothek, Berlin, where 
it is Cod. 354 Ham. See p. 232, no. 403, of the Catal/ogus- 
Verzeichniss (Berlin, 1897). Saec. xii, parch. 274 foll. A quaternion 
is missing after fol. 8. The de sac. occupies foll. 1 r-118 v. 


Franc. = Codex Franciscanus, so called from Francis I, king of France, 
to whom it once belonged. Used by Fronto Ducaeus for his 
edition of Chrysostom, and styled by him Fr. Present whereabouts 
unknown. 


Henr. = Codex Henricianus. It belonged to Henry II, king of France: 
and was used by Fronto, who styles it H, Present whereabouts 
unknown. 


VOL, VII. Pp 
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Marg. = Codex Margunii. This belonged to Maximus Margunius, 
bishop of Cythera, who corresponded with Savile. One or two 
of its readings are known to us from the early editions. 


Oliv. = Codex Olivarii. Used by Fronto, who styles it O, and refers 
to it as ‘membranae nobilissimi viri Fr. Olivarii’. 

Sin. = Codex Sinaiticus: in the library of the monastery on Mt. Sinai. 
See Gardthausen Catalogus codd. graecorum Sinaiticorum (Oxford, 
1886), where it is no. 375. Saec. ix (it is dated 893), parch. 
I owe my knowledge of its readings to the kindness of Archbishop 
Porphyrios. 

These MSS fall into four groups, viz. 
Group 1, containing a, f, p. 
” 2, ” 5, d, é h, h, 4, a, q, 5, 4 %, henr. 
” 3» ” & t, r, W, J: 
= he - ¢, m, n, u, x, berl., franc,, marg., oliv., sin. 
pf contains elements common to 1 and 2; 4 elements common to 
2 and 4; and ¢, x, berl., sin., elements common to 3 and 4. 


I now propose to shew :— 


(a) that the combination of groups 1, 2, 3 is better than group 4. 

(8) ” ” ” ” ) I, 2, a ” ” 3” ” 3- 

(y) » » ” ” ” 1,3>4» ” ” » 2 

(8) ” ” ” n” ” 2, 3 n” ” ” ” I, + , 

From these results, if proved, we infer that 1 is the best group; and 
that 2, 3 is the best combination of two groups. Also, as a larger 
number of examples can be cited in support of (a) than of (8), and 
a larger number in support of (8) than of (y), we infer that 2 is better 
than 3, and 3 than 4: so that the order of the groups as given above 
corresponds to their relative excellence. 

(a) 1, 2, 3, are better than 4. 

(a) i t (Montf. 362 B 6) xai Erepa 58 pds rovros jpiv épvAdrrero 
dppayh (re) xait BéBao. With the exception of 4, which contains 
elements common to 4, all MSS of groups 1, 2, 3 have practically this 
reading (the only vv. 22. are épvAdrropev Or -rev for épvAdrrero). Group 4, 
however, has rijv éudvoway ravryv épvAarrey instead of épvAdrrero. The 
sense of the reading of 1, 2, 3, viz. ‘other things besides this (i.e. asso- 
ciation in study) we preserved unbroken and steadfast’, is somewhat 
difficult to catch: by érepa is meant ‘social relations’, as the context 
shews (see my note). But ri dpdvoay tavryy épidarrer is clearly an 
attempt to explain the more difficult reading, and is therefore to be 
rejected. 


1 (8) seems to me somewhat less certain than (a) (8) or (7) as the number of 
instances on which it is based is relatively small, 





NOTES AND STUDIES 579 


(4) i 2 (Montf. 364 B 8) xai pay od8 éxcivd y dy tyous alridvacGa dr 
xrh. 1, 2, 3. In 4 the words ciety xai are added between éyous and 
airdcacOu. These additional words are not supported by later citations 
of this passage, in Anonymus Scriptor Vit. S. Chrysostomi and in Symeon 
Metaphrastes. They are most probably a gloss inserted to make the 
construction of éxeivo easier: éxeivo cireiv giving a common, éxeivo aird- 
cac6a a less common, use of the accusative. 

(¢) i 4 (Montf. 366 a 11) ray yap wor pavévra rou Tis jyépas pépos 
(v. 2. péper) rips woAews 1, 2, 3. For this, 4 reads drav yap wor pavévra 
mov THs woAews. The explanation of the peculiar reading of 1, 2, 3 is 
uncertain. In my note I have suggested that jjuépas should be written 
“Hyépas, meaning some quarter of Antioch which may have been so 
named : ‘for when they see that we appear somewhere in Hemera.’ 
In that case pépos rijs wéAews would be a marginal gloss on “Hyépas and 
péper THS ToAews an attempt to give a construction to that gloss after 
it had found its way into the text. In any case the reading of 1, 2, 3 
bears on it obvious marks of genuineness. That of 4, as obviously, 
is due to an attempt at simplification. 

(2) i4 (Montf. 366 £ 1) rots vouous . . . xa’ obs Sef ravrny airois 
dere Hv Gpxyy 1, 2, 3- 

For d:érew 4 reads diocxeitv, manifestly a gloss. 

(e) i 5 (Montf. 368 c 9) dAAad dpodda (v./. ppovdnv) ra airod Oéuevov 
én rev Hperépwv ppovrifew 1, 2, 3. 

For dpovda (ppovdnv) group 4 has wap’ ovdév, which gives a much 
commoner phrase. Once more the difficilior lectio is potior. The 
form ¢povdyv is remarkable, and possibly correct: cp. ovdyv, pipdyy, 
dpSnv. 

(Sf) ii 4 (Montf. 374 D 5) éav—piy Sas Babciay ri ropy ro Trowtrys 
xpelav Exovre I, 2, 3- 

For royyv group 4 has wAnyjv, a much less suitable word in the 
context, which deals with the surgical effect of words of admonition 
(see ii 3 ad fin.). 

(g) iii 3 (Montf. 382 Ag) dAAa xdvraida jpiv eis roivavriov 6 déyos 
mepirérpamrat I, 2, 3. 

For 6 Adyos 4 has 7d mpaypa, again substituting a more obvious 
expression. 

(A) vi 12 (Montf. 433 E 10) xaradeyérw—xai Bpaxiova Kai tpoxdv 
1, 2, % 

For rpoxév 4 has tpdxyAov- This gives a fallacious coherence with 
Bpaxiova. A reference to the passage will shew that the point lies in 
the promiscuous chaos of a battlefield after the conflict (cp. dvpdyv just 
before the words in question): a man’s arm (paxiova) lies next to the 
wheel (rpoxév) of a chariot. 


Pp2 
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These instances could easily be multiplied. They shew that the 

combination 1, 2, 3 is decidedly better than group 4. 
(8) 1, 2, 4 are better, in combination, than 3. 

(a) i 5 (Montf. 370 c 7) éomace rot dobévros (v./. rd Sobév) pera 
moAAts THs mpoOvpias 1, 2, 4. 

Here 3 has orovddoat tov Sobévros pera woddijs t. tpo8. AaBeiv. The 
infinitive orovddoa is difficult. The original form of the reading of 
3 seems to be that found in ¢ (which contains elements common to 3 
and 4), viz. éowovdace ... AaBeiv, The corruption seems to be due to 
the somewhat uncommon use of owav = ‘to drink’, with partitive genitive. 

(4) iii 9 (Montf. 386 c 6) 6 ris xevodogias oxdmedos, xaherwrepos dy 
obzrep (v. 2. Sv) of pvOorowi (0. 2. pibo) reparedovra: I, 2, 4. 

For otwep 3 has as, which leaves the thought incomplete, with the 
result that the gloss raév Sepyvev is introduced in 3 after reparevovra: to 
fill up the deficiency: ‘more grievous... than (the rock of) the Sirens.’ 
Thus one corruption leads to another. 

(c) iv 2 (Montf. 407 D 8) xai racay Wuxijs (v. 1. radon Yuxq) tpordopov 
érurrdpevor Oepareiav 1, 2, 4. 

The reading of 3 is xai racav Ywyjs idéav mpdodpopov érurrapevor Oepa- 
aevew, where the very harsh use of rpéaqopov as an adverb, ‘suitably’, is 
a signal that all is not well. The cause of the interpolation of iééay and 
the alteration of Oepareiay to Oeparevew is, no doubt, the difficulty (only, 
however, apparent) of racay yuyys: Yuxjs goes with Oepazeiav, ‘every 
suitable method of healing the soul’. 

(2) v 3 (Montf. 416 c 11) xpi KaOdwep jvioxov . . ., eis axpiBeuv 
Tovrwv ... éAdnAaxévat I, 2, 4. 

For é\nAaxévat, which is clearly the more appropriate word (cp. #vio- 
xov), 3 has jew (v. 1. eixew). 

(e) vi 8 (Montf. 428 B 8) wodAa ydp éorw év 73 péow 7a Svvdpeva ... 
tov én’ ebPeias Svaxdar Spdpov 1, 2, 4. 

For the last five words (‘to check the onward course’) 3 has rov 
érOupias Svaxdyat Spopov. It cannot be doubted that this is a corruption: 
with én’ eieias cp. é eibeias i 5. 

(f) vi 10 (Montf. 429 D 4) viv d€, dyow, ob Sef cor rovwr, odd 
ppovridas exes I, 2, 4. 

For od Set cot révwv 3 has od od révov, a manifestly inferior reading, 
due to the retrogressive action of éyes upon zévwv which it converts into 
an accusative, and the ever facile corruption of cof to ov. 

Thus the combination 1, 2, 4 has been shewn to be superior to 
group 3. 

(y) 1, 3, 4 are, in combination, better than group 2. 

(a) iii 4 (Montf. 382 D 11) rowier 3 rotro wavres 5a Tov dpOadpav 

Tore I, 3, 4. 
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For rére 2 substitutes the words rijs riorews. But Chrysostom (as 
Harnack has shewn) agrees with Gregory of Nyssa in the assumption 
of an essentially corporeal effect of participation in the sacred elements. 
Hence the introduction of the words ‘of faith’ is inappropriate, especially 
as the actual hands of the communicant are referred to just before 
(6 pera Tod watpds dvw xaOjpevos ... Tais drdvrwy KaTéxerat xepoi: See 
context). Moreover, the vetus interpretatio, which is based on a MS of 
good authority, has simply ‘ fitque hoc totum sub oculis humanis’. 

(4) iv 2 (Montf. 405 C 3) rives jas maparrjoovra: Tore; 1, 3, 4. 

2 has rives jyiv rapaorjoovra rére; Clearly a corruption of the other 
reading. A MS of group 4 shews us the gradual course of the corruption 
by preserving 7pas, but changing waparrjcovra: to rapacrycovrat. 

(c) v 4 (Montf. 417 B 9) rév yalpovra .. . év rais Tovrwv (rav éxaivwr) 
arotuxias dviacbar ai adie (0. 1. ddyciv) dvayKn. 

After d-rorvyias 2 has the following: AvmreioOar Kai éxxdivew Kai 
dvicba wai ddvew dvdyxyn. In this accumulation of verbs it is very 
probable that AvwreicGa is a gloss on dvioOa: and éxxdAivew On ddvew. 
Editors recognize this, and take the shorter reading with two infinitives. 

(d) vi 12 (Montf. 432 D 10) ob 32 ék tis cixdvos Ti GOupiav aidAcye 
povyv (v. 2. povov) 1, 3, 4. 

Instead of this 2 has coi 8¢ é« rijs eixdvos Everts tiv GOupiav ovAcyew 
povnv. The explanation of the variants here is probably that suggested 
by Bengel. The original reading is od dé . . . evAdAéyew (infinitive for 
imperative). This appears in 1, 3, 4 slightly corrupted by the change 
of the infinitive to the imperative. In 2, on the other hand, the passage 
is more violently handled, and éveor: is interpolated to explain ovAXéyew, 
of course mistakenly. 

Thus 1, 3, 4 in combination are better than 2. 

(8) The combination 2, 3 is better than 1, 4. 

The best instance where these two combinations of groups are in 
opposition is vi 12 (Montf. 434 B 5), dpa ole rpds riv Sioiknow éxeivyv 
dpxévew Tov pepaxioov éxeivor, GAX’ odK dd mpwryns SPews edPéws apnoea 
Thy Yuxny 5 

[pds riyv Svoixnow éxeivyy 2, 3; mpos Thy Supynow povyy I, 4. 

The situation is briefly this: Chrysostom imagines the effect upon 
the mind of a young shepherd who is suddenly called away from feeding 
his flocks and shewn all the horrors of war by land and sea. After 
viewing two armies in battle array he is then told of all the dreadful 
concomitants of war (such as slavery): and is commanded to take 
the post of general of one of the armies. Then follows dpa ote «rd. 
as above. 

With the reading of 2, 3 we translate ‘do you think that he will be 
equal to that office (of general)?’ With that of 1, 4 we must translate 
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‘do you think that he will bear up against the mere description ?’! (‘pe/ 
solam horum narrationem ferre posse,’ Montf.). But (1) we should have 
expected, in this sense, the Greek to run xai xpos riyv dupynow, and (2) 
Supynow may easily be due to the fact that the summing up of the 
description in question immediately precedes this passage*. On these 
grounds the reading of 2, 3 is preferable to that 1, 4. 

In group 1, @ seems be better than f or . Thus at i 4 (Montf. 366 
A 11) while a has pépos rijs wéAews, f and p have pépea rijs wodews. We 
have seen that pépe is probably an attempt to improve upon a pre- 
existent pépos. Again at iv 2 (Montf. 407 D 8) while a has racay yyjs 
apoagopov xrr, f and ~ have rdoy yvy7, which is due to the apparent 
harshness of racay yuxijs (see above (B) c). 

In group 2, 4 and henr often agree in their readings (as Bengel saw). 
Another smaller group within this group is formed by 4, 4, z: for 
instance, these give at ii 2 (Montf. 373 B 5) the peculiar gloss (after 
ppovrifer) GAA was TOvs morTevovras Siacwoy ard tov dei epedpevdvtuv 
Saipdvwv ; then proceeding dri 5& wpds tovrous xai pera TovTwv % pay, 
axove KT. 

In group 3 the MSS are more homogeneous than those in the other 
groups, and no distinction in respect of value can be made between 
them. 

In group 4, # contains some excellent readings: for instance at iii 10 
(Montf. 387 D 5) it has 9 yap xeady, hv ioxvpordrny elvas éxpyvy . . . . 
érav kal xa airy doberis obca rixy, . . . Td Aowrdv rpocamddAvor Copa, 
where the first four words are variously corrupted in most other MSS: 
e.g. into «i yap xepadry fv, with éxpqv for main verb, and a consequent 
change of drav xai to dray 8é. Still more noteworthy is the fact that « 
alone of all the MSS I have seen has the true reading at iii 15 (Montf. 
392 C 4) et pev yap & Beds rovro dveiiev, éridecéov tov xpnopov. The 
variants are remarkable: ay eldev ¢ franc, éyndicaro a f, dvizyyede all 
the rest*. The word dvetAer, which I found in w# after having conjec- 
turally restored it, is clearly correct : as xpyopdv shews the reference is 
to scripture as the oracular utterance of God (cp. the use of Ady: and 
for the verb dveiAe % Iv6ia). 


1 «al mdcas depBas SBd4gas rds Tov wodéyou rpayydias, mpooriOérw Kal Ta Tis 
aixpadwotas Sava wrA. It may be noted that there seems to be some confusion in 
Chrysostom’s mind in regard to the order of events here. He first tells us that 
the youth listens to a long disquisition on war, and then asks whether he would 
not most probably faint (or expire) at the first glimpse of the armies (49d spwrns 
&pews), i.e. before any verbal description has been given him. 

2 On the influence of a neighbouring word or passage as a cause of corruption in 
the de Sac. see Bengel’s note on iv 2 (p. 137 of Bengel-Leo). 

’ For other cases where the true reading is preserved in only one or two MSS 
see (e.g.) critical notes in my edition on érovovpeda and ri éyavroi (i 1). 





NOTES AND STUDIES 


583 


II. CITATIONS FROM THE de Sacerdotio. 


The following writers quote passages from the de Sac. 
(a) Biographers, 


Anon. = Anonymus Scriptor vitae S Chrysostomi (later than 950). 
See Savile’s Edition viii p. 299. The passage quoted is from 
Anthusa’s appeal to her son. 


It begins xaSicaca wAnoiov (i 2), and 
ends at eddoxinoews éf tons enol. 


Georg. = Georgius Alexandrinus (seventh century): Savile viii p. 167. 
The passage quoted begins xabicaca mwhygiov (i 2) as above, and 
ends at obros 6 Seopis xatexérw oe mpds Has (so, for map’ ypiv). 
This citation is of little value for critical purposes, being more of 
the nature of a paraphrase. 

Sym, = Symeon Metaphrastes (tenth century) : Savile viii p. 376. The 
passage quoted begins érei yap 7oGero (of Anthusa) i 2, and ends 


evdoxiunoews é€€ tons époi. 


valuable of the three: see below. 


(6) Suidas (s. v. "lwdvvys, Avrioye’s). 


This citation seems to be the most 


This lexicographer quotes from the de Sac. two passages which he. 
unites to form one long quotation: viz. (1) iii 16 évvojoov otv droid 
twa «tX., and (2) vi 4 wotxiAov avrov elvar det wri. 
(a) It may be of interest to give in parallel columns the text of part of 


Anthusa’s appeal as printed in my edition, and as exhibited in the 
three biographers. 


Present edition. 

Eye, one, | maidiov, 
Tis Gperhs Tov mar pos 
ToD Gov ob« delOny 
émodaiaa én modu, 
7) Oe@ TovTo Sono" 
Tas yap divas Tas ent 
oot diadefapevos 6 Odva- 
Tos éxeivou, coi pev dp- 
gaviay, éuot 3% xnpeiav 
éntornoe dapov al 
7a rijs xnpelas ded, & 
pévar of maBoica sv- 
vaw? dy eldéva: eadas, 
Adyos yap obdels dy 
épixorro Tov xetpavos 
éxeivov wat Tod #dv- 
Savos bv ipiorara 
wépn, Gprx piv tijs 
maT pyas 
olxias wpoedOovca, Kai 
mpaypatow drepos ob- 
2a, dgaigwns 82 


sévOa te doxéry Bad- 
Aopévn, wat dvaynaCo- 
pévn ppovridaw wai rijs 
jrxias wal ris Picews 
dvexecOa: pe(dvar, 





Anon. 
Verbally identical 


down to eidéva: Karas, 


for which Savile 


reads cldéva: caidas 
(with v.4 s«adds). 
Anon. then proceeds: 


os yap _ovdels dy 

2 ‘Karo TOU Xéipaovos 
&xeivov kal Tod KAv- 
Saves, by ipiorara 
«épn ‘adapevonérn TE 
wai mpayparow depos, 
dp pey Ths ate Tis 
marpyas mpoedOovca, 
algndiy 8 dwpy 
xnpelq = - Wepitwecovoa, 
be py doxéry 
wévOa thy Yuxiy Bad- 
Aoptvn, exeibey Be 
ios §=aouvexopévn 
er tanbiede 
wal yuvaikeiay picwv. 





Georg. 

Tod cod pév narpds 
Tis Rs ob« dmh- 
Aavoa én modu, Tov 
Oot ob rw KeXevoarTos, 
cot piv dppaviay, énoi 
3& xnpelay mpoftern- 
gavros Tov Oavarov 
abrod. 

Several sentences 
are then omitted, 
including the re- 
mainder of the part 
selected for com- 
parison. Georg. pro- 
ceeds: Syms ovdty rav 
cupBdyTaw po Kaka 
émacé pe Sevrépas 
rpocomidiioas —“pépors 
RTA, 


Sym. 

The only variant 
is—Efaigrns re wévOe 
doxéry Baddopévn for 
etaipyns 32 wévOa re 
doxéry Badr. ... 
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(4) Suidas cites, as already stated, two passages which run on consecu- 


tively, although taken from different parts of the treatise. 


It will 


be convenient, for purposes of comparison, to place side by side 
his citation with the text of my edition. 


My edition. 
(1) vi4 


TlotxiAov airov evar Sei, 
mouxiov 8& éyw, ody troviov 
ovde xddaxa Kai troxpirqv, GAG 
modAns pev eXevOepias kai rappyoias 
évdpeotov, eidéra 8¢ xai ovyxariévat 
xencipws, Grav } Tov mpayparwv 
irdbeots Tovro drat, Kal xpyorov 
elvar épod xai atorypdv. ov yap 
éorw évi tpérw xpnoOa ois dp- 
xopévas Gracw, ered pyde larpav 
macy évi vouw Tois Kdpvovet mace 
mporhéper Gar xahov, pnde xvBepvyry 
play dddv eidévar Tis mpds Ta mvEI- 
para payns. 

(2) iii 16 


"Evvonoov obv éroidv twa elvat xpi) 
Tov mpos TorovTov péAXovra dvbé~ew 
xepova, kai tovaira kwAvpara Tov 
Kowp cupdepdvrwv Sia9jcev Karas. 
Kai yap Kal wepviv Kai drudov, Kai 
doBepiv Kal mpoonva, Kal dpyixoy 
kal Kowwvixdv, Kat dd€xacrov Kat 
Oeparrevrixéy, kal ramewov Kai ddov- 
Awrov, kal epodpdy Kal jyuepov elva 
det, va mpds dravra taira eixddws 
paxerOar Sivyrat, cal rov émerpdevov 
peta. rodAns ris éLovcias, kav draytes 
dyrixixtwot, mapayewv, Kal Tov od 
Towvrov pera THS avrAs éfovoias, kay 
dravres cupmrvéwor, pi) mpoocier Oa, 


» v, 1, lévas, 


Suidas (Gaisford’s text) vol. i 
p. 1787. 

(1) vi 4 ds Kai abris Aéye (aris 
ovros, 6 Xpvodcropuos A. Cedrenus). 

Aw rotro moxirov evar Set tov 
mowpéva, cai Siddoxadov. moidov 
3& A€yw ody Trovdov, od82 xdAaxa 
cat tBpurryv, GAG wodARs Acvbe- 
pias xal mappycias dvdpecrov, eidéra 
kal ovyxatvévat xpnoipws, Sray dary 
TOUTO }) TaV Tpaypatwv trdbects, Kal 
xpnorov elvat duod Kai abornpdv. ob 
yap évi tporw xpnaOa: trois dpyopévors 
dract Séov érei pndt iarpav maciv 
évi pove happaxw raor Tots Kdpyover 
mpoopéper bar xaddv, wnde xvBeprirry 
pilav dddv <idévar' ris mpds Ta mved- 
para. wdxns. 

(2) iii 16 (in Suidas joined on to 
the preceding without a break). 

"Evvénoov obv Srroidv twa elvax xpi 
Tov pédXovra mpos xeipova avOdgew 
Tocovrov, Kal trowvryvy {aAdnv, Kal 
Tovaira Kipara, mpos Td yevérOar 
Tos Tact mavra, iva wavras Kepdyoy. 
kai yap ceuvov elvar Sei tov Trovodrov 
cal drupov, kal hoPepov xai rpoonvy, 
kai dpxovrixoy Kal Kowwvixdy, kal dbé- 
kagrov Kai Gepareutixov, kal Tamewov 
xai ddovAwrov, kai paidpov ai Ruepor, 
iva tavra eixdAws Sivyrar payer Oa. 
ovxovy Sei rov évapyéoratov® Kai éxé- 
ppova pevyew 7d koAaxevew Kai KoAa- 
xever Oar, pyre GAaLovixdy * elvar pyre 
xéAaxa, GAN’ dudorépwv tov Kaxav 


2 vy, 1. évdperov. 


* Verba pire ddkafonndy .. . xaraninrovra ‘constituunt Ep. 379 1. 3 Isidori ad 


Theodorum Scholasticum’, Reines, 
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GAX’ cis tv povov Spay, ris éxxAnoias Tovrwy KoAddlew riv dperpiavy Kal 

ri oixodopynv, Kal pydivy mpds dwé- ereiPepov clvar, pyre cis abPddeayv 

xOevav 7 xdpw oveiv. droxXivovra, pyre eis Sovompérecav 
katamimTovTa. 

The passage continues to deal 
with the subject of the different 
temperaments which have to be 
studied by the priest. The re- 
mainder of the citation, though it 
is apparently from the same source 
as the foregoing, bears no resem- 
blance to any passage of the de 
Sacerdotio. 


This quotation presents several points of difficulty. Does it, for 
example, point to the existence of another edition of the de Sacerdotio 
besides that which we possess: or can the nature and extent of the 
differences between Suidas and our text be otherwise explained ? 

The passage in which the quotation is embedded seems to be taken 
by Suidas from Cedrenus, who has written an account of Chrysostom 
under the thirteenth year of Arcadius. Now Cedrenus, though he 
expressly attributes to Chrysostom a part of the second extract (iii 16, 
as far as dvvyra: paxeorPar) which differs only slightly from our text, 
quotes the following words, otxoty Sei . . . xatramimrovra as either 
from Chrysostom or from Isidore of Pelusium. It has been pointed 
out (see footnote 3 to the second extract) that the concluding words, at 
all events, of that extract occur in one of Isidore’s Epistles. I have 
not been able to trace them in any other passage of Chrysostom’s 
works : and Isidore—if this proves anything—uses the words in question 
as if they were his own. 

Furthermore, in the part of the second extract which I have omitted 
there is introduced a quotation from Eccles. iii 1 LXX (xapds r@ wavri 
mpaypatt, pyot Loropav). This quotation is not in Montfaucon’s Index 
to Chrysostom’s Scriptural references: so it may be assumed that it is 
not from any other of his works, but must either be from a second 
edition of the de Sac. or not his at all. The latter conclusion seems to 
be pointed to by the words with which Cedrenus (unlike Suidas) intro- 
duces the quotation: they are (see Gaisford) dep otv xai 6 péyas 
Bagireos Syrav Epy 7d Tod copwratrov Yodopuévros, Kaipds to wavri 
mpdypart, <idévar xpi Ort Kai tarewdryros . . . (then follows the end of 
the second extract). This part then of the extract seems to be from a 
commentary by Basil the Great on Ecclesiastes, or from a sermon, 
perhaps, on the text Eccl. iii 1. I have not succeeded in tracing it. 
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Thus in view of the possibility, not to say probability, that the quotation 
in Suidas, although headed by a reference to Chrysostom (as xai airé 
Aéya:), is really a cenfo from various writers, including, besides Chrysos- 
tom, Isidore of Pelusium and Basil of Caesarea, it cannot be held that 
that citation demonstrates the existence of another edition of the de Sac. 
in ancient times. And the second extract bears signs that it did not 
originally follow immediately after the first, but has been dislodged 
from its own proper context; for if we examine the end of iii 15 we 
find a metaphorical description at some length of the storms and 
tempests to which the peace of the Church is exposed: dowep yap 
dypiwv dvépwv é évavtias tpoomerdvrwv 7d Téws Hovxalov wéAayos paiverat 
éfaidvys Kai xopuvpotrat, kai tovs urhéovras drdd\Avow" ovrw Kai } Tis 
éxxAyoias yadnvy, Seapévyn POopéas avOpurrovs, {adns Kal vavayiwv why- 
povrat toA\@v. Now the second extract, which begins with references to 
‘so great a storm’ (rovotrov xeiéva), follows much more naturally after 
an elaborate description such as that just given than after a mere 
incidental allusion to the dangers of the sea such as that at the end of 
the first extract (uyre xvBepvary [xaddv] pilav Sddv cidévan ris mpds Ta 
wvetpara payys). If then the second extract did not originally follow 
after the first, but came from another context, this proves a dislocation 
due not to Chrysostom, but to a later writer making selections from his 
writings: and the inference is natural that such an anthologist would 
add passages from other authors also, so that gradually a cenfo would 
be formed. Cedrenus perceived that part of the second extract (not 
quoted) was from Basil. But Suidas apparently assumed that the whole 
was by Chrysostom. 

Some investigation of this question seemed desirable in view of the 
fact that neither Gaisford nor Bernhardy, two of the most recent editors 
of Suidas, seems to be aware that the two extracts given above are from 
the de Sac., or to doubt that the whole citation is by one author, viz. 
Chrysostom. 


III. ANCIENT TRANSLATIONS OF THE de Sac. INTO OTHER 
LANGUAGES. 

(a) Syriac. 

The following Syriac MSS in the British Museum contain versions of 
portions of the de Sac. I have quoted the references according to the 
numeration of Montfaucon. 

1. Add. 14,612 = Catal. 753.1.¢e. Saec. vi or vii. Contains the first 
i which begins on fol. 53 v. of the MS (Montf. 362 a1 to 371 
B 2). 

2. Add. 14,612 = Catal. 753.1.k. Saec. vi or vii. Contains discon- 
tinuous extracts from book iii, beginning on fol. 73 v. (Montf. 382 
C13 to 394 Et). 
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. Add. 17,173 = Catal. 762.18. Saec. vii (‘ut videtur’). Contains 
an extract from book iii, beginning on fol. 145 v. (Montf. 390 a 2 
to 390 C1). 

. Add. 17,191 = Catal. 864.30. b. Saec. ix-x. A palimpsest : con- 
tains on fol. 43 v. sqq. an extract from book iv (Montf. 403 D5 to 
40441). 

. Add. 17,193 = Catal. 861. 13,14. Saec. ix (it is dated 874). Con- 
tains on fol. 5 v. sqq. an extract from book vi (Montf. 430 B 8 to 
430 C 4). 

. Add. 18,187 = Catal. 801.3.b. Saec. ix. Contains on fol. 71 r. 
sqq. an extract from book vi (Montf. 434 C11 to 434 D4). 

. Add. 14,611 = Catal. 813.16 (2). Saec. x. Contains on fol. 1 r, 
sqq. an extract from book vi (Montf. 428 B 7 sqq.). 

. Add. 12,164. Saec. vi. On fol. 131 r. there is a quotation from 
the de sac. in a treatise by Philoxenos of Hierapolis (Montf. 
394 B4 sqq.). Also, on fol. 139 v. (fom the same treatise) we have 
Montf. 376 ag sqq. 


. Add. 14,612 = One of the citations under 8 (Montf. 394 B 4), with 
one verbal difference. 


I derive all my knowledge of these Syriac MSS from information 
kindly placed at my disposal by Mr E. W. Brooks. I learn from him 
that the Syriac version is a very loose translation, so that to make a 
complete collation would have amounted to writing out the whole. 
The variants which his translation suggests are in no case important. 
Occasionally words are omitted in the Syriac version which are sup- 
ported by all other MS evidence’. 

(4) Latin. 

The only version in Latin which is of importance to the textual critic 
of the de Sac. is the vetus interpretatio. This ancient version, which 
seems to be derived from a Greek MS of fairly good quality’, was 
known to Bengel in an edition published soon after the discovery of 
printing ; neither the date nor the place of printing was mentioned on 
the title-page. In 1504 another edition of this version was published 
at Basle, but with various alterations : and a third in 1524 at Paris apud 
Petrum Gromorsum. 

The translator (vefus interpres) has not been identified with certainty. 
Some hold that he was Anianus the Deacon, of Celeda, who defended 
Pelagianism. See Jerome Z#. cxliii 2. 


1 | have said nothing of Arabic, Armenian, Coptic, Ethiopic, or Slavonic versions. 
The Arabic versions would probably come—I am informed—from the Syriac or the 
Coptic, and thus be comparatively late. Ethiopic versions also (if any exist) would 
almost certainly be as late as the fifteenth or sixteenth century. For versions in 
the other languages see Bardenhewer Patrologie* pp. 328-9. 

? Probably akin to the MSS of group 3. 
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In conclusion, it seems advisable to mention that, of the many 
editions' which have been published of the de Sacerdotio alone, those of 
Hoeschel (1599), Hughes (1710: 2nd edition by Thirlby, 1712), Bengel 
(1725: new edition by Leo, 1834), and Diibner (1861) are of impor- 
tance on the critical side. The best critical edition of the whole of 
Chrysostom is still Savile’s: and although that great scholar did not 
add as much to our knowledge of the text of the de Sac. as he did in 
the case of other treatises, nevertheless his knowledge of patristic Greek 
and his sound judgement give his text a value which is beyond that to 
be attached to any other edition of the complete works of Chrysostom. 
Montfaucon’s edition, although in many respects useful and convenient, 
is deficient from the point of view of textual criticism. This fact is 
widely recognized in regard to the other works of Chrysostom, especially 
the Homilies on St Matthew and on the Pauline Epistles, since the 
labours of Dr Field’, whose text, based on a thorough examination of the 
MS evidence, has supplanted that of Montfaucon in the Chrysostom of 
Migne’s Patrologie grecque. So far as concerns the de Sacerdotio Mont- 
faucon’s critical notes are obviously open to the same charges of vague- 
ness and lack of scientific method which Field brought against his 
critical notes on the Homilies just mentioned : the MSS referred to are 
not specified by name or designation, but are simply quoted as ‘two’, 
‘three’, ‘others’, ‘many’, so that they are simply counted and not 
weighed : and while relatively insignificant readings are mentioned (e.g. 
on points of spelling), those of real importance are often omitted. To 
these allegations must, I fear, be added that of inaccuracy. Of the ten 
MSS which Montfaucon mentions as consulted by him for his text of 
the de Sac. I have consulted seven on all the passages of importance to 
the textual critic, with the result that I found even the vague ‘two’, 
‘three’, ‘many’ cannot be trusted as representing the facts. 

The following examples (out of a much larger number) will sub- 
stantiate what has been said. I give first Montfaucon’s critical notes 
(all bearing on the de Sac.), and then append my own remarks. 


Montf. 363 A 13 (i 1) ‘mporeivas abest a tribus MSS’. Seven of his 
ten MSS omit the word. 


Montf. 365 a 3 fi 3 init.) ° maxima pass MSS 16 ris érwrxorys, qua- 
tuor MSS To THs lepwovvys’. Seven of his ten MSS read 16 rijs 
iepwovvys, not to mention a large number of other MSS in the 


1 For a list of these see my forthcoming edition (Introduction § 6) : or Lomler 
Joh. Chrysostomi opera praestantissima (Rudolstadt, 1837), Introduction. 

? See Field’s edition of the Homm. in Matt. (Cambridge, 1839), Praefatio pp. 
xiii sqq.: ‘codices non modo non contulit bonus monachus, sed interdum, . . . ne 
inspexit quidem . . . ne unum quidem (codicem) nominatim appellat, sed “ unum”’, 
“duo”, “alios”, hoc vel illud legere monens umbris ac simulacris lectorem ludit’, &c. 
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Bibl. Nationale. I have not found 1d rijs érwxorjs in any 
single MS, 


Montf. 365 B 6 (i 3) ‘non pauci MSS ei véov ovrws dyabiv . . .« 
érurpdevov, quae lectio corrupta est’. All MSS pli so at by me, 
including seven of Montfaucon’s, read «i véov xrA. (as above). 


Montf. 366 c 8 (i 4) ‘quatuor MSS rév 8 Aouwrév, quae lectio non 
spernenda’. I find no trace of another reading in any MS. 


Montf. 369 a 11 (i 5) ‘#rrov deest in tribus MSS’. The fact is that 
jrrov has no authority at all except as a marginal reading in one 
MS of the worst class. 


Montf. 370 c 7 (i 5) ‘quatuor MSS éorace rot So6évros’. Seven of 
Montfaucon’s ten MSS have this reading. Nothing is said of the 
remarkable variant orovddoa rot Sofévros . . . AaBeiv, although 
that is in at least two MSS of his list. 


Montf. 386 D 2 (iii 9) ‘alii érBovdai, eixai ward’, Every MS con- 
sulted by me gives this reading. For Montfaucon’s reading, which 
was épyai or evyxai, I can find no MS authority. 


Montf. 392 c 4 (iii 14) ‘aliqui «i . . . Oeds rovro dvpyyere’. A very 
large number of MSS (fifteen out of twenty) gives this reading. I 
can find no authority for Montfaucon’s éyvwpwe, which he prints in 
the text. 


His omissions are also noteworthy; e.g. 363 46 (i 1) where he says 


nothing of yvxjv, 364 B 8 (i 2) where he is silent with regard to cimeiv 
xai omitted by nearly all MSS. Matters of personal judgement I have 
reserved to the end: but it is not unreasonable to say that in his treat- 
ment both of the passages already given, where he prefers an inferior 
reading, and also of others, for instance Montf. 378 44 (ii 5) where he 
fails to see that ris A7Oys is imperatively required by the context, and that 
THs GAnbeias (his reading) is due to the preceding rd 4An6és—in all these 
instances he shews himself deficient in critical instinct and insight. 

The reprint of Montfaucon’s edition (Paris, Gaume Fréres, 1839) 
gives a somewhat better text, due to the editor Theobald Fix, who, as 
he has told us in a noteworthy passage, saw with increasing clearness, 
as the reprint proceeded, the value of Savile’s edition, and used it 
more and more freely to correct the text of Montfaucon', Thus so far 


1 See vol. xiii of the reprint, Epilogus Novae Editionis p. iii ‘is (usus editionis 
Savilit) per universa volumina duodecim Montfauconiano operi greene profuit. 
Sed quominus ab peo statim initio et ubique penits ia ex Savilii transu- 

entur quibus t potuit, obstitit primo disertum testimonium Benedictinorum 
de melioribus et copiosioribus subsidiis ex quibus se . , . orationem Chrysostomicam 
constituisse profitentur ... Maiorem ei (i.e. Savile) procedente opere auctoritatem, 
evidentibus documentis tandem cedentes, debebamus tribuere. The de sac., which has 
gained less than other parts of Chrysostom from this revision, is in vol. i, and thus 
was reprinted before the superiority of Savile had been recognized by the editor. 
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as the text of Chrysostom is concerned we have the authority of one 
of Montfaucon’s own countrymen, himself a scholar of no mean repute, 
for regarding the best complete edition to be that of an Englishman, 
Sir Henry Savile. 

J. ARBYTHNOT NAIRN. 


ADVERSARIA PATRISTICA. 


I. ‘Wuo 1s my NEIGHBOUR ?’ 


In all three Synoptic Gospels (Matt. xix 19, xxii 39: Mare. xii 31: 
Luc. x 27) and in St Paul’s Epistle to the Romans (xiii 9) the precept 
‘Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself’ is repeated from the Old 
Testament (Lev. xix 18). In St Paul and in the first passage in St 
Matthew’s Gospel, it is only introduced as a summary of those com- 
mandments of the Decalogue which deal with different aspects of man’s 
duty to his neighbour. In the other three gospel passages it is the 
antithesis and the complement of the commandment ‘Thou shalt love 
the Lord thy God’. 

‘And who is my neighbour ?’ was the further question put by the lawyer 
in the story as recorded by St Luke: and our Lord’s answer to this 
further question was given in the form of the parable of the Good 
Samaritan. It did not need to be wedded to any theory of allegorical 
exegesis, to see in Christ Himself the Good Samaritan who healed the 
wounds of bruised and battered humanity: no Christian expositor 
could fail to find on these lines the primary application of the parable. 
But if so, it followed, when the language of the gospel was pressed, that 
Christ, 6 woujoas 7rd éAeos, was the ‘neighbour’ to him that fell among 
the thieves, and therefore ‘ neighbour’ also to all who, with the lawyer, 
ask the question what they must do to inherit eternal life and hear the 
answer that eternal life follows on the love of God and one’s ‘ neighbour’, 
—that is, on this interpretation, of God and Christ ; as it is said else- 
where, ‘ This is eternal life, that they may know Thee the only God and 
Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent’. 

Such we may suppose to have been the genesis of the curious and at 
first sight purely trivial exegesis of 6 Ayowv which the examples that I 
proceed to cite will shew to have been normal among Latin writers 
down to the end of the fourth century. 

1. Cyprian Ad Fortunatum §2 ‘Quod Deus solus colendus sit’ 
(Hartel i 322, 323). Under this head St Cyprian quotes Matt. iv 10 
(= Luc. iv 8), Exod. xx 3, Deut. xxxii 39, Apoc. xiv 6, 7, and then 
continues ‘sic et Dominus in euangelio commemorationem facit primi 
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et secundi praecepti dicens Avpt IsRAHEL. Dominvs DEvSs Tvvs 
DoMINVS VNVS EST, ET DILIGES DOMINVM DEVM TVVM DE TOTO 
CORDE TVO ET DE TOTA ANIMA TVA ET DE TOTA VIRTVTE TVA. HOC 
PRIMVM, ET SECVNDVM SIMILE HVIC : DILIGES PROXIMVM TIBI TAMQVAM 
TE. IN HIS DVOBVS PRAECEPTIS TOTA LEX PENDET ET PROPHETAE. et 
iterum HAEC EST AVTEM VITA AETERNA, VT COGNOSCANT TE SOLVM ET 
VERVM DEVM ET QVEM MISISTI IesvM CHRISTVM.’ Here, since the 
subject of the whole chapter is that God only is to be worshipped, there 
would be no point in reciting the ‘second commandment’ as well as the 
first, unless both fell under the title of the chapter, i.e. unless the reader 
was intended to interpret the two commands as enjoining respectively 
the love of God and of Christ. And that interpretation is further em- 
phasized by the (on this hypothesis) exactly parallel sentence next 
quoted from St John’s Gospel. 

2. Pseudo-Cyprian de Rebaptismate §13 (Hartel iii 85). ‘ Nihil 
proficit qui non habet dilectionem Dei et Christi, qui per legem et 
prophetas et in euangelio in hoc modo praedicatur: Diticzs DomiInvm 
DEVM TVVM IN TOTO CORDE TVO ET IN TOTA ANIMA TVA ET IN TOTA 


COGITATIONE TVA, ET DILIGES PROXIMVM TIBI TAMQVAM TE. IN HIS 
ENIM DVOBVS PRAECEPTIS TOTA LEX PENDET. ET PROPHETAE.’ 

3. Hilary of Poitiers Comm. in Mattheum. 

in Mait. xix 19 (ed. Verona, A.D. 1730, 1 762, 763). * ADOLESCENs tam- 


quam populus insolens et glorians in lege confidit, cui tamen obsecutus 
ex nullo est. iussus enim fuerat NON OCCIDERE: prophetas interfecerat. 
NON MOECHARI: hic corruptelam fidei et legi adulterium intulerat et 
deos alienos adorauerat. NON FURARI: hic antequam libertatem cre- 
dendi in fide Christus redderet, furto legis praecepta dissoluit. NON 
FALSUM TESTEM FIERI: hic Christum negauit ex mortuis. PATREM ET 
MATREM iussus est HONORARE: hic ipse se a Dei patris atque ab eccle- 
siae matris familia abdicauit. PROXIMVM TAMQVAM SE AMARE prae- 
ceptus est: hic Christum, qui omnium nostrum corpus adsumpsit et 
unicuique nostrum adsumpti corporis conditione factus est proximus, 
usque in poenam crucis persecutus est.’ 

in Matt. xxii 39 (ib. 782). ‘MANDATVM sequens et SIMILE significat 
idem esse et officii et meriti in utroque. meque enim aut Dei sine 
Christo aut Christi sine Deo potest utilis esse dilectio. alterum igitur 
sine altero nullum ad salutem nostram adfert profectum. et ideo IN 
HIS DVOBUS MANDATIS TOTA LEX PENDET ET PROPHETAE; quia lex et 
prophetia omnis Christi deputabatur aduentui, et aduentus eius per 
supplementum eorum cognoscendi Dei intellegentiam praestabat. nam 
de proximis frequenter admonuimus non alium intellegendum esse 
quam Christum: cum enim patrem matrem filios caritati Dei prae- 
ponere inhibeamur, quomodo dilectio proximi diligendi Deum sIMILE 
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MANDATVM est, aut relinquetur aliquid quod amori Dei possit aequari, 
nisi quia similitudo praecepti parem caritatem diligendi Patrem et 
Filium exigebat ?’ 

4. Anonymus Zyvactatus in Symbolum Nicaenum (a.D. 365-380). 

*“ Deum uerum de Deo uero” : hoc et Saluator in euangelio Iohannis 
HAEC EST AVTEM VITA AETERNA VT COGNOSCANT TE SOLVM ET VERVM 
DEvM, ET QVEM MISISTI I—EsvM CHRISTVM. monstrauit se sic debere 
intellegi uerum Deum quemadmodum patrem ; quomodo et saepe, repe- 
tens quod in lege praedicarat, Dirices Dominvm DevM TvvM Ex 
TOTO CORDE TVO ET TOTA ANIMA TVA, similiter et PROXIMVM TVvM, 
qui non intelligentibus qui esset pRoximvs et nescientibus patefecit, 
QviID VOS VIDETVR DE CHRISTO? .. . et in Luca cum Pharisaeus 
PROXIMVM non intellegeret, hominis uulnerati fecit comparationem, 
qui Ipsius pietate curatus est.’ 

5. Ambrose Zxpositio euangelii Lucae, vii 69: on Luc. x 27 (ed. 
Schenkl [vol. xxxii, part 3, of the Vienna Corpus script. eccl. lat.| 1902, 
p- 311). 

‘Et ex ipso primo legis capitulo docet esse legis ignaros, probans 
quod in principio statim lex et Patrem et Filium praedicauerit, incarna- 
tionis quoque dominicae adnuntiauerit sacramentum, dicens DiLicEs 
DominvM DEVM TVVM ET DILIGES PROXIMVM TVVM SICVT TE IPSVM. 
unde Dominus ait ad legis peritum Hoc Fac ET VIVES. at ille, qui 
nesciret proximum suum quia non credebat in Christum, respondit 
QvIs EST MEVS PROXIMVS? itaque qui Christum nescit nescit et legem.’ 

6. Pseudo-Chrysostom Opus Imperfectum in Mattheum. 

Hom. xxxiii (Chrysostomi Opera, ed. Bened. VI cxxxviii): on Matt. 
xix 19, ‘ET DILIGES PROXIMVM TVVM SICVT SEIPSVM, Sed non 
dilexerunt Christum factum sibi PROxIMvM secundum carnis cogna- 
tionem,’ 

Hom. xiii (ib. VI clxxxi, clxxxii): on Matt. xxii 39. ‘Quis est 
PROXIMVS noster? Christus, qui suscipiens carnem nostram factus est 
proximus noster ; sicut in parabola illa Christus ostendit, cum interrogat 
Pharisaeus ET QVIS EST MEVS PROXIMVS? introducit hominem uulneratum 
a latronibus et a sacerdotibus despectum, a Samaritano autem receptum, 
qui est ipse Christus , . . ut autem simpliciter intellegamus, PROXIMVM 
nostrum omnem hominem esse fidelem, qui hominem amat fidelem 
simile est sicut qui amat Deum, quia imago Dei est homo.’ 

The ‘simple understanding’ of the passage is not indeed unexampled 
among Latin writers. It is found not only in Chrysostom and Basil 
(see the quotations in the Catena Aurea), but in Jerome: not only in 
Irenaeus (IV xii 2 ‘Deum diligere ex toto corde et ceteros quemad- 
modum se’, IV xiii 4 ‘super omnia diligere eum, et proximum sicut 
seipsum, homo autem hominis proximus’), but in Tertullian (de cult 





NOTES AND STUDIES 593 


feminarum ii 2 ‘expingamus nos, ut alteri pereant? ubi ergo est 
DILIGES PROXIMVM TVVM SICVT sEIPSVM’). Both explanations are 
found in Origen: the ‘simple’ alone in the commentary on St Matthew 
(at xix 19 and also at xxii 39), the simple and the allegorical in the 
commentary on Romans (xiii 9: ed. de la Rue iv 657), a quotation 
from which will bring this note to a fitting close. ‘Puto tamen quod 
et in hoc uoluit nos apostolus aliquid compendiosius discere. nam si 
diligentius requiras quis sit proximus noster, disces in euangelio illum 
esse proximum nostrum qui uenit et iacentes nos uulneratos a latronibus 
et nudatos a daemonibus iumento corporis sui superposuit et ad stabu- 
lum ecclesiae detulit et stabulario pro cura nostra et diligentia (uel 
ipsi Paulo uel omni qui ecclesiae praeest) duos denarios noui ac ueteris 
Testamenti ad nostrae curae concessit expensas. hunc ergo proximum 
si diligamus, omnem legem et uniuersa mandata in ipsius amore com- 
plemus.’ 
II. ‘Ler THInE ALMS SWEAT IN THY Hawnps.’! 


It is well known that in the Didache, as Bryennios published it, there 
is interpolated after the heading of the Doctrine of the Two Ways of 
Life and Death a cento of passages from the Sermon on the Mount 
(ch. §§ 3-6). This section is absent from the Two Ways as they 
reappear in the Epistle of Barnabas, in the ‘ Apostolic Church Order’, 
in the fragment of a Latin version published by Gebhardt (after Pez) 
in Harnack’s edition of the Didache p. 277, in the Athanasian or pseudo- 
Athanasian Svvraypa Avdacxadias, and in the pseudo-Athanasian Fides 
Nicaena: the seventh book of the Apostolic Constitutions is in fact the 
only authority so far known which offers any parallel to this part of the 
Didache. 

At the end of the Christian interpolation occur the words, "AAAad xai 
wept tovrou <ipyrat’ ‘lSpwordrw 7 éXenuooivyn wov «is Tas xeipds wou péxprs 
av yv@s tiv Sas. Scriptural authority is clearly claimed for this clause, 
and it was accordingly included by Resch in his collection of Agrapha 
as Logion 35 (Zexte und Untersuchungen v [a.D. 1889] pp. 111, 212). 
Resch was at first unable to produce any real parallel: but in a supple- 
mentary note on p. 288 he drew attention to a passage detected by 
Loofs in Cassiodorus’s Exposition of Psalm xl, and again on p. 464 to 
further passages in Petrus Comestor and Piers Plowman, all of which 
were undeniably relevant. Harnack, whose encyclopaedic knowledge 
had put Resch in possession of this new material, made some further 
additions in his own Altchristliche Litteratur i (A.D. 1893) p. 88: 
‘Augustin Serm. in Ps. 102 c. 12; 146 c. 17; Gregor. Magn. Moral. 
III 30; Bernhard, ep. 95 (T. CLXXXII p. 228 Migne)’: but there 
seems to be an error in the reference to St Gregory, which should 


* The merit of what is new in this nate belongs primarily to Dom H. L, Ramsay 
of Downside Abbey, who kindly communicated his material to me. 
VOL. VII. Qq 
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apparently be not Moradia III 30 but Reg. Past. III 20. These refer- 
ences I am able, by Dom Ramsay’s help, to supplement with one more 
from St Augustine (Znarr. in Ps. ciii Serm. 3 § 10), one more from 
Cassiodorus (in Ps. ciii 14), and one from Abelard (Sermo de Elee- 
mosyna). 

To save the time of those who may wish to pursue the subject further, 
I subjoin in full the citations hitherto discovered of the Agraphon in 
question :— 

1. Didache i 6. Ga xai epi rovrov 8 eipyrar ‘ISpwodrw 7 éAen- 
pootvn cov els Tas xeipds gov, péxpis Gv yros rin Sas. 

2. Augustine Znarr. in Ps. cii § 12 (ed. Antwerp IV 841). ‘ Mendicus 
te quaerit, iustum tu quaere. de alio enim dictum est Omni petenti te 
da, et de alio dictum est Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua donec inuenias 
iustum cui eam tradas. et si diu non inuenitur, diu quaere, inuenies.’ 

3. Id. Enarr. in Ps. citi Serm. 3 § 10 (ed. Antwerp IV 868). ‘Sicut 
enim de illo qui te quaerit dictum est Omni petenti te da, sic de illo 
quem tu debes quaerere dictum est Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua donec 
inuenias iustum cui eam tradas.’ 

4. Id. Enarr. in Ps. cxlvi § 17 (ed. Antwerp IV 1228). ‘Alius te 
quaerit indigens, alium tu debes quaerere indigentem. utrumque di- 
ctum est, fratres mei, et Omni petenti te da (modo lectum est), et alio 
loco scriptura dicit Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua quousque inuenias 
iustum cui eam tradas. - alius est qui te quaerit, alium tu debes quaerere. 
nec eum qui te quaerit relinquas inanem, Omni enim fetenti te da: sed 
alius est quem tu debes quaerere Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua quousque 
inuenias iustum cui des. 

5- Cassiodorus in Ps. xl (Migne P. Z. Ixx 295). ‘Sed licet multi 
patres de hac re plura conscripserint, oritur tamen inter eos de hoc 
articulo nonnulla dissensio. legitur enim Omni petenti te tribue: scri- 
ptum est etiam Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua donec inuenias iustum 
cui eam tradas, sed si omnes iustos credimus, imperatam constringimus 
largitatem.’ 

6. Id. in Ps. citi 14 (Migne P. Z. xx 733). ‘PRODVCAT FOENVM 
IVMENTIS: id est eleemosynas faciat his qui passim petunt, de quibus 
dictum est Omni petenti te tribue ...HERBAM uerO SERVITVTI HOMI- 
Nv, hoc est ut illi necessaria tribuantur de quo scriptum est Desudet 
cleemosyna in manu tua donec inuenias tustum cui eam tradas.’ 

7. Gregory Regula Pastoralis iii 20 (ed. Bened. II 64). ‘Ne sub 
obtentu largitatis ea quae possident inutiliter spargant, audiant quod 
scriptum est Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua.’ 

8. Abelard de Eleemosyna Sermo (Opera, ed. Cousin, i 552). ‘ Sudet 
sicut scriptum est edeemosyna in manu tua donec inuenias gui dignus 
sit. 

9. Bernard £9. xcv (to Thurstan, archbishop of York: Migne P. Z. 
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clxxxii 228). ‘Ideo ait Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua donec inuenias 
[al. wideas] iustum cui des.’ 

10. Petrus Comestor Historia scholastica: hist. Deuteronomii cv. 
‘Dictum est Desudet elemosina in manu tua donec inuenias cui des.’ 


III. ‘Figura Corporis MEI’ IN TERTULLIAN. 

What is the true meaning of figura in Tertullian? The question is 
not quite so easy to answer as it might seem to be on superficial exam- 
ination ; and even one who is not acquainted at first hand with the history 
of philosophical terms may venture to contribute some material which 
ought to be taken into account before a conclusion is finally reached. 
It is well known that in a passage of his book against Marcion Ter- 
tullian paraphrases or explains the ‘Hoc est corpus meum’ of the 
Gospel in the words ‘id est figura corporis mei’: and there have not 
been wanting those who have claimed him, on the strength of this 
language, as an exception to the type of thought prevalent in the 
early Church in respect to the holy Eucharist. Nor is it to be denied 
that instances can be quoted from his works in which our own word 
‘figure’ is the obvious or even the only possible representation of 
‘figura’: and since this is not denied, it will be enough to adduce 
a single example, de monog. 6 ‘aliud sunt figurae, aliud formae’. But 
while this is true, there are two other considerations which are equally 
true and which are more likely to be overlooked: the first, that our 
English word has gained, through the use of the adjective ‘ figurative’ 
and the like, associations of unreality which make it, in many passages 
of Tertullian, a quite unsuitable rendering of ‘ figura’: the second, that 
there are traces, in both classical and Christian writers, of the employ- 
ment of ‘figura’ in a sense incompatible with any shade of meaning 
ever attached to the word ‘ figure’ in our own tongue. 

1. ‘Figura’ in other writers. 

Seneca Zf. 65 § 7: ‘Deus... plenus his figuris est, quas Plato iddas 
appellat, immortales, immutabiles, infatigabiles’ Here ‘figurae’ can 
only be represented by ‘ forms’. 

Original Old Latin version of Phil. ii 6 (as quoted in Cyprian Zes#i- 
monia ii 23, iii 39, and in an anonymous commentary on the Nicene 
Creed ', c. A. D. 365-380): ‘in figura Dei constitutus [ = Gr. é&v popdi 
cod ixdpywv| non rapinam arbitratus est esse se aequalem Deo sed se 
[ipsum] exinaniuit formam serui accipiens.’ 

Epistle of Damasus and the council which met at Rome to consider 
the case of Auxentius to the Eastern bishops (see Lucas Holsten Co/- 
lectio Romana i 165): ‘ut Patrem Filium Spiritumque sanctum unius 
deitatis, unius uirtutis, unius figurae, unius credere oporteret substantiae.’ 

’ The same (hitherto unpublished) commentary from which the quotation on 
P. 592 supra has been drawn. 
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Here, as in the last case, it is obvious that ‘figure’ will in no sense 
represent the Latin ‘ figura’. ; 

Nicene Creed according to the Gallic version (see my Zecl. Ouid. 
Monumenta Iuris Antiqua i 174): ‘Qui propter nos homines et propter 
nostram salutem descendit et corpus atque figuram hominis suscepit.’ 
This represents in Greek rév 8: qyas tots dvOpwrovs cai da Tiyv qyerépay 
owrypiay xateOovra Kal capxwévra, évavOpwrncavra: and, though it is 
not possible to speak with the same certainty here, it is difficult to 
believe that the sense of évay@pwrjcarra, ‘made man’, is satisfied by 
anything like the meaning ‘ figure’. 

2. Some uses of ‘ figura’ in Tertullian. 

adv. Marcionem iv 40: ‘Acceptum panem et distributum discipulis 
corpus suum illum fecit, Hoc EST CORPVS MEVM dicendo, id est figura 
corporis mei. figura autem non fuisset, nisi ueritatis esset corpus. 
ceterum uacua res, quod est phantasma, figuram capere non posset: 
aut si propterea panem corpus sibi finxit quia corporis carebat ueritate, 
ergo panem debuit tradere pro nobis.’ To this passage and to what 
follows presumably refer the words of adv. Marc. v 8: ‘ Proinde panis 
et calicis sacramento iam in euangelio probauimus corporis et sanguinis 
dominici ueritatem aduersus phantasma Marcionis.’ 

Apol. 21: ‘Iste igitur Dei radius . . . delapsus in uirginem quandam 
et in utero eius caro figuratus nascitur homo deo mixtus.’ I do not 
know how we can translate the word here otherwise than by ‘given the 
form of flesh’. 

adv. Marc. ii 21: ‘Longum esset figuras argumentorum omnium 
creatoris expandere.’ Perhaps this should be translated ‘ outlines’. 

Scorpiace 12: ‘Cui potius figuram uocis suae declarasset quam cui 
effigiem gloriae suae reuelauit, Petro Iohanni Iacobo et postea Paulo?’ 

Enough has perhaps been said to shew the inadequacy of ‘figure’ 
as a constant rendering. In the passage of Tertullian from which we 
started it is clear that, so far from conveying the faintest suggestion 
of unreality, it corresponds in some very definite way to the reality 
of Christ’s human nature. I imagine that the Greek word which would 
best express Tertullian’s underlying thought here would be not oxjpa 
but xapaxrip. 

In conclusion, the idea may be thrown out that the motive for intro- 
ducing ‘figura’ into the passage at all was that the phrase ‘[id est] 
figura corporis mei’ occurred in the liturgy with which he was familiar. 
In (pseudo?) Ambrose de Sacramentis iv 5 the words of the consecra- 
tion prayer are thus given: ‘ Dicit sacerdos: Fac nobis, inquit, hanc 
oblationem adscriptam ratam rationabilem, quod figura est corporis et 
sanguinis domini nostri Iesu Christi qui pridie quam pateretur’, &c.’ 
And similar phraseology at the same point may be found in the Greek 

1 I owe the reference to Dr Swete's article, J. 7. S. iii 173 n. 
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rite. of bishop Serapion of Thmuis ( 7. 7: S. i 105): Sot xpoonvéyxapev 
tov dprov Tovrov, Td Suoiwya Tov gwparos Tov povoyevois. 6 dpros ovTos 
rod dylov cwpards éorw Spoiwpa, dre 6 Kipwos “Incois Kpirrds &y F vueri 
mapedidoro x.r.X. It is possible, then, that Tertullian, conscious that 
‘figura’ stood in the canon of his own rite, and anticipating the use 
that his Marcionite opponent might make of it in the Docetic interest, 
adopts the word himself and gives it its Catholic interpretation. But 
whether that is so or not, it remains true that Tertullian is here using 
Eucharistic doctrine as a weapon against Marcion’s Docetism, and that 
no interpretation of ‘figura’ can be admitted which does not square 
with that cardinal fact. 


IV. THe Pseupo-Cyprianic De Montibus Sina et Sion WRITTEN 
IN ROME. 


Among the many interesting and early documents heaped together 
by the editors of St Cyprian in the appendix to his genuine works, few 
are more interesting, and none certainly is earlier, than the de montibus 
Sina et Sion. Dr Harnack, who was perhaps the first to concentrate 
attention on these pseudo-Cyprianic writings, has only dealt briefly with 
the de montibus (Texte und Untersuchungen, N.F. V 3, Pp. 135-147), 
and of its place of origin he confines himself to saying that ‘sie ist 
héchst wahrscheinlich afrikanischen Ursprungs, wie der Bibeltext 
beweist’. And it is no doubt true that in the case of any book later 
than the date (say) of St Cyprian, the use of the ‘ African’ biblical text 
would point to Africa. But Harnack himself puts the de montibus 
in the first half of the third century, and it would be a quite unwarrant- 
able assumption that at that early time the ‘African’ text was not in 
use outside Africa. The truth is, that the term ‘African text’, like the 
larger term ‘ Western text’ itself, is only a tentative definition of a type 
of biblical version by the name of the locality where its use was first 
clearly established. We now know in fact that the Western text was 
used before the end of the second century not only in the West but by 
Clement of Alexandria and by the Syriac translators: and if for con- 
venience’ sake we still speak of the ‘Western text’, we do not in the 
least mean to prejudge thereby any question as to its ultimate origin. 
In much the same way we mean, by the phrase ‘African text’, the 
earliest form of the Latin bible, for which the evidence first becomes 
overwhelming in connexion with St Cyprian ; and we do not (or ought 
not to) prejudge the question where the Cyprianic bible first saw the 
light. In my own opinion, if I may express it here, the probabilities 
point to Rome as being the source not only of the African creed and 
the African liturgy, but of the African bible also. No doubt by about 
the middle of the third century the Roman version of the Latin bible 
had begun to diverge considerably from the African: but there is 
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nothing in that to cause surprise, or to constitute even a presumption 
that the de montibus, if written anywhere near the beginning of the third 
century, could not have been written in Rome. 

However that may be, it is the purpose of this note to bring forward, 
from the contents of the de montibus, a piece of positive and tangible 
evidence which seems to point indubitably to Rome as the residence of 
the writer and of those whom he addressed: evidence indeed (as I 
think) so clear that I cannot help wondering that it has not, to my 
knowledge, hitherto been adduced. The tract concludes with a sort of 
parable, in which our Lord is represented as the servant in charge of a 
vineyard, the intrinsic interest of which will be a sufficient excuse for 
quoting it at length (Cypriani Opera, ed. Hartel, iii 117. 11 —118. 17) :-— 

‘Christus custos uineae suae, dicente Salomone POSVERVNT ME 
CVSTODEM IN VINEAM. inuenimus uero in conuersu huius mundi in 
similitudinem spiritalem figuraliter esse uineam habentem dominum et 
possessorem suum. wero tempore maturo prope dies uindemiarum 
ponunt in mediam uineam custodem puerum in alto ligno media uinea 
confixo, et in eo ligno faciunt speculum quadratum de harundinibus 
quassatis, et per singula latera quadraturae speculi faciunt cauerna 
terna, quae fiunt cauerna duodecim : per quam quadraturam cauerno- 
rum custos puer omnem uineam perspiciens custodiat cantans, ne 
uiator ingrediens uineam dominicam sibi adsignatam uexet uel furans 
uiam uineae uestiget'. quod si inportunus fur egens in uineam uoluerit 
introire et uuam demere, illic puer, sollicitus de uinea sua, deintus de 
speculo dat uocem maledicens et comminans, ne in uineam uiator fur 
audeat accedere, dicens “ Rectum ambula”: fur autem timens uocem 
pueri sibi comminantem refugit de uinea, speculum uidet, uocem audit, 
puerum intus in speculo sibi comminantem non uidet, timens post uiam 
suam uadit. 

hic conuersus saecularis similatus gratiae spiritali. ita est enim et in 
populo deifico sicut in uinea terrena. uinea dominica et spiritalis plebs 
est christianorum, quae custoditur iusso Dei patris a puero Christo in 
ligni speculum exaltatum. quod si uiator diabolus perambulans uiam 
saecularem, si ausus fuerit de uinea spiritale hominem de plebe domi- 
nica separare et uexare, statim a puero caeleste correptus et flagris 
spiritalibus emendatus exul[ul Jans? ad centesimum effugit in locis aridis 
et desertis. hic custos est puer filius dominicus qui uineam suam sibi 
a patre commendatam saluandam et reseruandam [custodiat]* .. -’ 

The feature to which I wish to draw attention occurs in the explana- 
tion of the parable. The thief convicted of stealing grapes from the 


' Furans . . . uestiget is the reading of p*: fures . . . uestigent of p*T, followed by 
Hartel. * Exulans p* Hartel : exululans p* T. 

* Saluandam et reseruandam custodiat w: saluandam et reseruandamT: sal- 
uandam tenet et reseruandam Hartel. : 
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vineyard is scourged and then banished ‘ad centesimum’, to the 
hundredth milestone. Hundredth from where? Why, of course, from 
Rome. The hundredth milestone was the well-known limit of the 
jurisdiction of the Praefectus Urbi : and though I believe that at a later 
period traces may be found of a similar jurisdiction in relation to other 
Western cities, such as Milan and Carthage, the reference would have 
been meaningless, at the date of the de montibus, for any other place 
than the capital’. The limit of jurisdiction itself, according to Momm- 
sen*, must have been derived from the customary habit of the City 
Prefect of inflicting sentences of banishment beyond the hundredth 
milestone, so that sentences of this sort—though the exact scope is 
never mentioned before imperial times—must be ‘relatively old’ *. 

For an example of this penalty in the fourth century, it may be 
worth while to cite the following passages from the rescript of Gratian 
to Aquilinus, Vicar of Rome, in the matter of the controversy between 
Pope Damasus and his rival :— 

‘serenitas nostra mitibus persuasit edictis ut omnes qui impios coetus 
profanata religione temptarent uel ad centesimum Vrbis milliare 
pellerentur. .. : 

post haec nisi omnes, ut nominatim iussionis nostrae summa com- 
plectitur uel quos turbas istiusmodi molientes sanctorum episcoporum 
concilia consensu ostenderint, ultra centesimum milliarium ab Vrbe 
depuleris, atque earum ciuitatum finibus extorres esse praeceperis 

? A law of Arcadius and Honorius in a. p. 400 banishes any deposed bishop who 
attempts to regain his see to a distance of 1oo miles from it: ‘Quicumque residenti- 
bus sacerdotibus fuerit episcopali loco detrusus et nomine, si aliquid uel contra 
custodiam uel contra quietem publicam moliri fuerit deprehensus rursusquc 
sacerdotium petere a quo uidetur expulsus, procul ab ea urbe quam infecit 
secundum legem diuae memoriae Gratiani centum milibus uitam agat’. As 
a matter of fact the law of Gratian (if, as appears probable, the reference is to the 
passage quoted immediately below) was concerned, in so far as it mentions the 
hundredth milestone, only with Rome. With regard to Milan, all that can be said 
is that Symmachus, when in 391 he asked as consul for the restoration of the Altar 
of Victory, was hurried from the imperial presence at Milan, and set down at the 
hundredth milestone : [Prosper] liber de promissionibus et praedictionibus Dei iii 38 
‘quem statim a suis aspectibus pulsum in centesimo lapide rhedae non stratae 
impositum ea die manere praecepit’. See Dill Roman Society in the Last Century 
of the Western Empire p. 26. 

* Rémisches Strafrecht, 1899, p. 970. Instances of banishment to a distance of 
400, 500, and 200 miles, are all found in republican or very early imperial times ; 
oddly enough no specific mention of the 100 miles’ limit seems to be found before 
Ulpian (or the de montibus). 

* Dio Cassius in the imaginary conversation which he makes Augustus hold with 
Agrippa and Maecenas includes among the latter’s suggestions to the emperor the 
creation of an urban prefecture with jurisdiction up to 750 stadia [the same Greek 
equivalent for 100 miles is found in Dio lv 26] : woA‘apxos 8% 39 Ts . . . dwodeevicbw 


. -. va del rijs méAews mpoorarp... Kal Tots Ew abrijs péxpe wevThwovra kai éwraxociav 
oradiov xpivy. 
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quarum plebem uel ecclesias uel per se uel per simile sui uulgus 
exercent, praeter aestimationis iniuriam cuius apud bonos non leuis 
iactura est, piaculum neglectae sanctionis incurres.’ 

That such penalties as scourging and expulsion from Rome should 
have been inflicted for the mere theft of a few grapes from the vineyard 
may well astonish the reader who recalls the liberal permission of the 
Mosaic law to the wayfarer to pluck ears from the standing corn. But 
the crime, if such we may call it, is still visited with Draconian severity 
among the Swiss cantons at the present day, and the Roman law of the 
Twelve Tables appears to have singled out the stealing of crops by night 
for special penalties: ‘frugem aratro quaesitam furtim noctu pauisse ac 
secuisse puberi x11 tabulis capitale erat, suspensumque Cereri necari 
iubebant grauius quam in homicidio conuictum ; impubem praetoris 
arbitratu uerberari noxiamue duplionemue decerni’ (Pliny A.W. xviii 
3- 12, cited by Mommsen, p. 772 n. 4). In the third century A.D., as 
we learn from a quotation of Ulpian in the Digest of Justinian’, civil 
process in the case of theft had been generally superseded by criminal 
process. From the same writer’s book de officio proconsulis (Dig. xlvii 
11. 7) it appears that certain categories of thieves ‘ fustibus castigantur’ 

-or ‘ad tempus relegantur’. And ‘abigei’ (thieves who made a practice 
of stealing cattle and sheep) might be condemned, according to a 
rescript of Hadrian's (see again Ulpian in Dig. xlvii 14), to the mines, 
or even in extreme cases to death. We may conclude, therefore, that 
the penalties indicated in the de montidbus would hardly have been con- 
sidered excessive, ‘particularly if the furtum was manifestum’ (as the 
simile in the de montibus obviously implies] ‘or the thief was a persona 
humilis or slave’. 


V. FRAGMENT oF AN Earty MS or St ATHANASIUS. 


Seeing that the papers by Bishop Wallis and Professor Lake, in 
previous numbers of the JouRNAL (iii 97 [Oct. 1901], 245 [Jan. 1902]: 
v 108 [ Oct. 1903 ]), constitute the fullest account to be found anywhere, 
so far as I know’, of the manuscript authority for the writings of St Atha- 
nasius, there seems to be a special advantage in calling attention here 
to the investigations of an Italian scholar, Dr. G. Bertolotto, published 
in the Atti della Societa Ligure di storia patria, 1892, pp. 1-63. 
Bertolotto reproduces the correspondence which passed in the year 1602 
between Rome and Genoa, when Clement VIII vainly asked after a 
MS of St Athanasius which Cardinal Sirleto (died 1581) had borrowed, 


' Dig. xlvii 2.93. For this and the following references I am indebted to the 
kindness of Prof. Goudy. 

? When these lines were written I had not yet come across the full account of 
the MSS in von der Goltz’s recent defence of the genuineness of the work de 
virginitate ascribed to Athanasius. 
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as it appears, from the collection which Francesco Sauli, bishop of 
Brugnato, had bequeathed at his death in 1528 to the Hospital for 
Incurables at Genoa. The said MS is thus described: ‘Tra i libri dell’ 
Hospitaletto di Genova era un libro greco scritto a mano, molto antico, 
il quale haveva nel principio due versi greci in lode di esso Santo, et 
66 o 67 tra epistole, apologie, et diversi trattati dell’ istesso autore: il 
qual libro fu portato a Roma vivente il cardinale Sirletto bo. mem. ; et 
se hoggi non si ritrova nell’ Hospitaletto, sara tra’ libri che furno di 
mons. Giustiniano vescovo di Ginevra, in mano del quale fu rimandato. 
Oltre di questo, nel detto Hospitaletto vi sono delle opere di S. Atha- 
nasio sparse in altri volumi di diverse cose, cioé nel libro di no. 31, 92, 
96, 123, et di pid v’@ un libro di Serapione contro i Manichei, dove 
é insieme Tito Bostrense contro i medesimi et molte altre cose di Padri, 
et di Concilii, il quale servirebbe a questo et anco per i Concilii.’ 

In answer to the papal request the Genoese authorities sent to Rome 
a list of the Greek books and manuscripts still to be found in the 
Hospital. In this list, which Bertolotto publishes, barely forty MSS are 
enumerated, and time after time the description is limited to the phrase 
‘ alcuni libri senza principio scrittia mano’. It is hardly to be wondered 
at that the pope was dissatisfied, and requested the Genoese to employ 
some person who was ‘ practical and experienced in this sort of business ’. 
But he had no better success this time than before: no MS of St Atha- 
nasius was to be found. 

In 1744 what remained of the collection was catalogued by a com- 
petent scholar, Father Pietro Maria Ferrari, and, possibly through his 
intervention, the MSS passed shortly afterwards from the possession 
of the Hospital to the library of the ‘ Missioni Urbane’ in the same 
city, where they still remain. Bertolotto prints, as an appendix to his 
paper, a brief account of the present numeration, condition, and con- 
tents of each of the thirty-nine MSS, from which it appears that more 
than half are attributed to the tenth or eleventh century—among them 
a MS of Epiphanius (no. 3)}—that the Serapion adversus Manicheos 
(no. 26: saec. xi) and the canonical collection (no. 31: A. D. 1322) are 
both of them still extant, and, finally, that a fragment of a MS of 
Athanasius (no. 4) also survives, which being mutilated at the com- 
mencement no doubt escaped the notice of the ignorant investigator 
employed by the Genoese republic in 1602. 

The fragment is ascribed by its discoverer to the eleventh century, 
and it would certainly appear not to be older than that date. It con- 
sists of the 13th, 14th, 15th, and 16th gatherings’, together with the first 
leaf of the 17th, of a \:S which must have lost some ninety leaves or 
more at the commencement, as well as an unknown quantity at the end. 
On the first page are the final words of the de Jncarnatione, followed by 

1 Of these the 13th, 15th, and 16th are quaternions, the 14th a ternion. 
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the Disputatio adversus Arium, rod abrot 8uddextos tv tH Kate \*:xaiav 
ovvédw—rpos “Apeov: the Disputatio ends on fol. 314, érAnpwOn ow 
Ge@ 4 rod dylov ’APavaciov kat’ ’Apeiov dpwrreia, and on fol. 314 (the last 
leaf of the MS) is the title and commencement of the Zpistola ad 
episcopos Aegypti et Libyae, rot abrot mpds tovs érurxérovs Aiyirrov xai 
AcBins érurtohy éyxixdos cat’ ’Apeavov. 

What conclusions can we draw from these premisses ? 

(1) It cannot be by accident that the first extant leaf contains the com- 
mencement, and the last extant leaf the close, each of a single treatise. 
For some purpose which it is impossible to define, the Diésputatio 
adversus Arium was taken out of a larger MS, and has alone survived. 

(2) But we need be at no loss in establishing the contents of the 
portion lost from the commencement of the codex Saulianus. Com- 
parison with the lists of the British Museum MS L (see /. 7: S. iii 106) 
and the Basle MS B (ib. 246) shews that the order de Jncarnatione, 
Disp. contra Arium, Ep. ad episc. Aegypti et Libyae, is common to both 
those MSS with our fragment: and in both MSS the three treatises 
occupy the second, third, and fourth places, being preceded by the 
contra Gentes and by it only. Now in B the Disputatio occupies fifteen 
leaves, the contra Gentes and de Jncarnatione together forty-seven leaves. 
In our fragment the Disputatio occupies thirty leaves, and therefore 
the contra Gentes and de Incarnatione would have taken up about 
ninety-four leaves—exactly the number which the missing twelve 
quaternions at the beginning of our MS might have reached. There 
can therefore be no doubt that our MS when complete contained 
(1) contra Gentes, (2) de Incarnatione, (3) Disputatio contra Arium, 
(4) Zp. ad episcopos Aegypti et Libyae. How much has been lost after 
this, we have of course no means of deciding with certainty: but it is 
reasonable to conjecture that the rest of the contents, as far as they 
went, were also in agreement with the contents of L. 

Bertolotto has no hesitation in identifying our MS as part of that 
which had been sent to Cardinal Sirleto. At best it can have been 
but a small part of it, seeing that it contains only a single treatise, 
whereas Sirleto’s MS contained sixty-six or sixty-seven ‘letters, apolo- 
giae, and miscellaneous treatises of the same author’—figures which 
I see not the least reason for not accepting. In any case therefore the 
greater part by far of Sirleto’s MS still remains undiscovered. The 
mention of Bishop Giustiniano of Geneva suggests the suspicion that 
the Sirleto MS may have found its way not back to Genoa but to 
Geneva, where we know several MSS of Athanasius found a home. 
But the Felckmann MSS at Geneva (see /. 7: S. iii 107) appears to be 
all of the sixteenth century, and the Sirleto MS was ‘ molto antico’’. 


* It might be worth considering whether one or other of these MSS may not be 
a sixteenth-century transcript of the Sirleto codex. 
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One further possibility is suggested by a comparison of Bertolotto’s 
account of the Genoa fragment with Prof. Lake’s account of the Athos 
MSS : for it appears that in one Athos representative of the L B group, 
Vatopedi 5, 6, saec. xiv (Prof. Lake calls it K), the order of the early 
treatises in the MS is disturbed exactly by the absence at the proper 
point of the Disputatio contra Arium, which instead of occurring as 
no. 3 only comes as no. 27. It is conceivable therefore that K was 
copied from a MS of the L B group which had lost the Disputatio, and 
that the Genoa fragment is the missing portion of the archetype of K. 
If this were so, of course the dislocation of the MS took place at a date 
long anterior to Cardinal Sirleto, and Bertolotto’s identification would 
necessarily fall to the ground. 


VI. PRISCILLIAN AND THE AcTs OF JuDAS THOMAS. 


Among the extant letters of pope Leo the Great, few are of more 
interest and importance than that which in July a. D. 447 he addressed 
to Turribius, bishop of Asturica or Astorga, a town in further Spain, 
situated on the southern slopes of the Gallician mountains’. Turribius 
was appealing to the pope’s assistance in view of a recrudescence of 
Spanish Priscillianism—it was just sixty years since Priscillian, the 
founder of the sect, had been put to death at Tréves—and laid before 
him a summary statement ranged under sixteen heads of Priscillianist 
opinion: the letter itself is unfortunately lost, but the papal answer 
obviously embodies a good deal of the material contained in it and 
deals one by one with the sixteen charges brought by Turribius. That 
Leo had no first-hand acquaintance with Priscillianism is pretty clear : 
he depends on the information of his correspondent, and his personal 
contribution to the subject is a comparison of the Spanish Priscillianists 
with the Roman Manicheans, into whose doctrine and practices he 
had himself conducted an official investigation*. Whether the infor- 


1 I have not yet had an opportunity of examining the arguments by which Kanstle 
Antipriscilliana seeks to impugn the genuineness of this letter. But I do not for one 
moment suppose that they have any validity. 

? See in this epistle (no. xv in the Ballerini arrangement) § 4 Priscillianists fast 
on Sunday, ‘ cognatis suis Manichaeis per omnia consentientes, qui, sicut in nostro 
examine detecti atque conuicti sunt, dominicum diem, quem nobis Saluatoris 
resurrectio consecrauit, exigunt in moerore ieiunii’ : § 5 the soul of man is of the 
divine substance, ‘impietatem ex philosophorum quorundam et Manichaeorum 
opinione manantem’:. § 7 they condemn marriage and procreation of children, 
‘in quo, sicut paene in omnibus, cum Manichaeorum profanitate concordant’: § 8 
the body is the devil’s work and will have no resurrection, ‘ uirus de Manichaeae 
impietatis specialiter fonte procedens’: § 16 outward conformity, ‘ faciunt hoc 
Priscillianistae, faciunt Manichaei, quorum cum istis tam foederata sunt corda ut 
solis nominibus discreti sacrilegiis autem suis inueniantur uniti’... [Leo admits 
one point of difference in that the Priscillianists accept, the Manicheans reject, the 
Old Testament. He sends Turribius the ‘ gesta’ of the commission of enquiry, held 
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mation thus extracted about the Manicheans was reliable or not, may 
perhaps be questioned: but at any rate the imputation to Priscillianists 
of the crimes of Manicheans—on the sole ground apparently that both 
sects, to avoid the rigours of persecuting edicts, were in the habit of con- 
forming outwardly to the Church—seems to have rested on nothing 
more than @ priori conjecture. 

The fifteenth of Turribius’s heads dwelt with the Priscillianist scrip- 
tures: their codices of the canonical writings were ‘most corrupt’, and 
they circulated also many apocryphal writings under apostolic names. 
What these writings were, or what names they bore, the papal letter 
does not say: we only learn that there were in them ‘some things 
which might seem to have a show of religion’, and that they also con- 
tained attractive stories, ‘ fabularum illecebras’. 

The pope wound up his letter by informing Turribius that he had 
instructed the bishops of the four Spanish provinces, Tarraconensis, 
Carthaginiensis, Lusitania, and Gallicia, to meet in common council 
on the subject. Should that course prove impracticable, at least the 
Gallician episcopate must meet under the guidance of Idacius Ceponius 
and Turribius himse'f. 

Turribius, either before or after his letter to Leo, addressed to these 
same bishops, Idacius and Ceponius, an extant epistle in which he enters 
into much fuller detail than Leo about the apocryphal writtings current 
in Priscillianist circles, and the canonical authority attributed to them. 
Among these writings he names in the first place the Acts of Thomas, 
which he singles out for special reprobation as containing a command 
to baptize not with water but with oil; but he mentions further, as 
of Manichean origin, the Acts of Andrew, the Leucian Acts of John, 
and the ‘blasphemissimus liber’ called Memoria Apostolorum. That 
Turribius had actually seen and read all the three last books I should 
not like to affirm categorically ; but that he had read some of the Pris- 
cillianist apocrypha follows from his language ‘in illis quos legere potui 
apocryphis codicibus’, and I do not think it is open to doubt that 
among those he had read he means to assign a foremost place to 
the Acts of Thomas. Of the use of oil for baptism, with which he 
reproaches the Acts, mention is made in the extant text, both Greek 
and Syriac, on at least half a dozen occasions', and it is exactly the 


in open court, into the practices of the Manicheans] ... ‘quod autem de Mani- 
chaeorum foedissimo scelere, hoc etiam de Priscillianistarum incestissima consue- 
tudine olim compertum multumque uulgatum est ; qui enim per omnia sunt impietate 
sensuum pares, non possunt in sacris suis esse dissimiles.’ 

For further details about the Manichean enquiry see Ep. vii ‘Leo uniuersis 
episcopis per Italiae prouincias constitutis’, and Ep. viii, a Constitution of the 
Emperors Theodosius II and Valentinian III, addressed to the prefect Albinus. 

* Act ii, baptism of King Gundaphorus (Syriac, Wright's translation, p. 166 ; 
Greek, M. Bonnet’s text, p. 142); Act v, baptism of the woman in whom the 
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sort of feature, in that strange and weirdly fascinating story, which 
would arrest the attention of an orthodox reader in the fifth century. 

If Turribius found the Acts of Thomas circulating among the Pris- 
cillianists, the book must presumably have been translated into Latin : 
for neither Greek nor Syriac would have been a familiar tongue to these 
isolated heretics in a remote corner of Spain. 

But when and how did the Acts of Thomas get to Spain? Prof. 
Burkitt calls my attention to the fact that the so-called Silvia during her 
pilgrimage to the East, read at Edessa ‘aliquanta ipsius sancti Thomae’: 
and ‘Silvia’ is now generally identified with the Spanish lady Egeria or 
Etheria, so that she ‘may have had some share in bringing the ancient 
Edessene romance westwards’. But it seems to me more than probable 
that Priscillian himself had these Acts in his hands: for at the opening | 
of his third tractate (ed. Schepss, p. 44), where he is defending. by 
scriptural example the use of apocryphal literature, he not only identifies 
the apostles Jude and Thomas but interprets the name Thomas or 
Didymus as meaning Twin with the Lord, ‘didymus Domini’; and I do 
not see from what other source this double conclusion can be derived 
than from the Acts of Judas Thomas. 

‘Ait Iuda apostolus clamans, ille didymus Domini, ille qui deum 
Christum post passionis insignia cum putatur temptasse plus credidit, ille 
qui uinculorum pressa uestigia et diuinae crucis laudes et uidit et tetigit: 
PROPHETAVIT DE HIS inquit SEPTIMVS AB ADAM ENOC DICENS ECCE VENIT 
DoMINVS IN SANCTIS MILLIBVS FACERE IVDICIVM ET ARGVERE OMNEM ET 
DE OMNIBVS DVRIS QVAE LOCVTI SVNT CONTRA EVM PECCATORES. quis 
est hic Enoc quem in testimonium profetiae apostolus Iudas adsumpsit ?’ 

The passage is in some of its details difficult and perhaps corrupt : 
but the epistle of Jude is clearly quoted as the work of Jude the apostle, 
and he in turn is further defined as the apostle who saw and touched 
the marks of the nails, who was called Thomas or Didymus because he 
was Twin with the Lord Himself. Priscillian lived at a time when the 
Catholic Church was making a sustained effort to sift finally the 
canonical from the apocryphal literature, but the movement was not yet 
strong enough to affect remote districts or half-instructed theologians : 
and it is hardly surprising either that he defends the use of the extra- 
canonical writings, or that in defending them he betrays acquaintance 
with, and recognizes the authority of, so striking a specimen of that 
class as the Acts of Judas Thomas, 

C. H. TuRNER. 
demon dwelt (Syriac, p. 188 ; Greek, p. 164) ; Act vii, prayer over the flock of 
Xanthippus (Syriac, p. 205; Greek, p. 184) ; Act x, baptism of Mygdonia (Syriac, 
p. 258; Greek, p. 230) ; sb. baptism of Siphor (Syriac, p. 267 ; Greek, pp. 239-240); 
Act xiii, baptism of Vizanes (Syriac, pp. 285, 289 ; Greek, pp. 261, 265-266). On 
most of these occasions a baptism by water follows in both Greek and Syriac ; but 
it may be doubted whether it formed part of the original text, 
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A CONTRIBUTION TOWARDS SETTLING THE 
DATES OF THE TRANSLATION OF THE 
VARIOUS BOOKS OF THE SEPTUAGINT. 


IN a paper published in the American Journal of Theology, | attempted 
to deduce a theory as to the use of the Divine Names in the Pentateuch 
from the variations between the Massoretic text and the Septuagint 
renderings. 

In the present paper I have carried my researches still further into 
the rest of the translated books of the Septuagint with some reference 
also to the Hebrew of Ecclesiasticus. 

In what follows it is taken for granted that the normal use is :—@eds 
is equivalent to Elohim, Kvpuos to Yahweh ; and a certain number of 
points have to be presupposed and remembered :— 

(1) Joshua evidently goes with the Pentateuch. 

(2) The B or Vatican text of Judges is late, probably fourth century 
A.D. 

(3) The Greek of Judges and Ruth runs with the Greek of 2, 3, 4 
Kingdoms. 

(4) The Greek of 1 Kingdoms is different and apparently earlier. 

(5) The Greek of 1 Esdras is earlier than that of 2 Esdras. 

(6) The Greek of Isaiah is older than the Greek of the rest of the 
prophets. 

[For the statements 3-6 I am indebted to Mr Thackeray. ] 

(7) Mr Thackeray’s articles in the 7. 7S. on the division of the 
translation of some of the prophetical books between various trans- 
lators must also be taken into account. 

We have also to take account of the fact that to the Jew the Torah 
was certainly placed on a much higher plane than the other books of 
the Old Testament. More especial value was attached to it, more care 
was taken of the text, and it was more constantly referred to. This is 
reflected, I think, in the Greek translation, and in the state of the 
Hebrew text. But we still find points to remind us, in Hebrew and Greek 
alike, of the dread, almost or quite superstitious, inspired by the name 
Yahweh. Why, on the other hand, Pharaoh-necoh should have changed 
Eliakim’s name to Jehoiakim is not obvious : some say it was to gratify 
the young king, others at the suggestion of the priests. We have also that 
extraordinary variation in the termination of certain names between 
m— and w—. The latter of these forms occurs in odd verses of a 
narrative in which the former is the prevalent form (e.g. 2 Ch, xiii, 
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Abiah), and both forms occur even in the same verse, not only for two 
different persons (e.g. 2 Ch. xxi 2, Azariah), but also for the same 
individual (e.g. 1 (3) K. xiv 4, Ahijah). Such a verse as 2 Ch. xxiii 1 
with the termination 1— three (if not four) times— shews that the 
form was a persistent one. If so, the books of Chronicles and Kings, 
at any rate, give indications of what I have contended for in the case of 
the Pentateuch—a conflation of two texts of the Hebrew anterior to the 
present authorized consonantal text. The Greek terminations—{e]:a[s] 
and [¢|ov—shew that the variation existed in the Hebrew when the 
translation was made ; and sometimes the alternative form to that of 
the present M.T. is suggested by the Greek, e.g. in Obadiah: but no 
English reader of the Bible either in the Authorized Version or in the 
Revised Version, would have any idea that this variation occurs in some 
of the most familiar proper names. 

If, as I have ventured to suggest elsewhere, the name A’ was prior 
to the tetragrammaton, and the latter only an evolution from it, then it 
is quite within reason to suppose that names which began or ended 
with ‘mn, as placing the individuals bearing them under the special 
protection of Yahweh the God of Israel, were in later times, when the 
superstitious dread of pronouncing the tetragrammaton became 
practically a law of disuser of the Name, docked of either the } or the 
n of in’ and in this way we can account for the forms in m— or —y 
such as Azariah for Azariahu, or Joiakim for Jehoiakim. No name 
with the termination 17° is attributed to any one whose birth can be 
assigned to exilic or post-exilic times, and the (chronologically) earliest 
occurrence of this form is in the case of a grandson of Eliezer the son 
of Moses. The forms of name commencing with 1 are of greater 
persistency, and extend from Joshua, the successor of Moses, down to 
post-exilic times. It will be remembered with regard to the particular 
name ywin that its invention is ascribed to Moses, and that in post-exilic 
times it was contracted into piv”. 

It may be that the termination 1m was dropped when the Captivity 
came, as a national and political protest against using a form of name 
which belonged to the conquering people who had deported them. I 
cannot find that the form ‘in’ was ever used in Babylonia as a prefix, 
though it occurs as a suffix. There would, therefore, not be the same 
objection to its persistence in Hebrew. 

We may now proceed to our more immediate subject. 

(1) The books of the Old Testament in which the occurrences of 
6eds for Yahweh are most noticeable are: Josh.’ ten (eleven) times ; 


1 v 6; vi 11 (BA, not F); ix 27; x 14; xiv 7 (B not A); xv 13; xvii 4, 14; 
xix 50; xxii 19 (B? A), 22? 
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1 K." twelve times; 1 Ch.* ten times; 2 Ch.’ five times; 1 Esdras‘ 
six times ; Pss.’ eleven times; Prov.* twenty-one times ; Is.’ sixty-seven 
times ; Jer.* seven (eight) times. It may be noted with regard to these 
that, putting 1, 2 Ch. on one side, the rest of the historical books are 
those of which the translation on other grounds has been held to be 
earlier than that of the others; so also with regard to Isaiah, of which 
the Greek is earlier than that of the other prophets ; the Greek of 
1 Esdras is looked upon as earlier than that of 2 Esdras. Joshua 
naturally approaches the Pentateuch in its style. The following further 
points are to be noticed :—Proverbs, of which the Greek version is 
midrashic in character, naturally presents a large number of examples, 
though it is to be noticed that they stop at the break at the end of xxiv. 
Isaiah offers by far the largest number of instances, more than half as 
many as the whole of the Pentateuch. In the historic portion in the 
middle of the book, there are a considerable number of cases in which 
@eds occurs, whereas Kvpios occurs in 4 Kings. Does this point, once 
again, to the two versions c: the Hebrew text of the history, such as I 
have imagined in the case of the Pentateuch ? or, is it an indication of 
this being a later version? I incline to think the former is the more 
reasonable idea. Lastly, Mr Thackeray’s theory as to the translation of 


1 ii 1, 24; iii 7; iv 3; v 3; xiv 3 (B, A missing); xvi 7, 8 (B not A); xix 9 
(B not A); xx 13 (B not A); xxii 10; xxvi 19. 

* x 13 (BN, not A); xiii 14; xv 3 (A not B®), 15; xvi 6 (BA not &), 7 (& not 
BA), 26 (not Ps. xcv 5); xxv 6 (B not A); xxvi 27; xxix 21. 

* vii 12; xix 10 (A not B); xxiv 6, 24; xxxii 26 (B not A). 

* v 43 (Ezra, Nehemiah omits), 52 #er; ix 31 (B not A), 47 (B not A); 1 Esdras 
has, of course, been compared with the MT of Ezra and Nehemiah. 

5 xxix g; xxxiv 27 (N*); xlvg (N°* AT); Ixviii 32; Ixx 1 (B not SR); Ixxxiii3 
(N*) ; Lxxxviii 7(N*R); xc 2 (B*N*R); xcvii 4(B*RT); cxiv 1 (X*, B wanting) ; 
exlia (ART). For this use by &* comp. Jb. i6; xlii 11; Si. xl 26: it also occurs 
in Prov, Is. 

* i 7 (BR, not AC nor Ps. cx 10); iii 5, 7, 19, 33; V 21; vi 16 (B not NA); 
xv 29; xvi 1 (9) (BNA, not C), 1 (xv 33) (BNC, not A), 5, 20 (BN not AC); 
xvii 3 (A not BN), 15; xyiii 22 (BN*, not N**A), 23 (xix 3); xix 11 (14) (BR), 
14 (17); xxi I, 3; xxiv a1. 

7 ii a (ta conflated text); iv2; v.12 (N*); vii2; vii17; viii 17, 18 ; ix 11 (10); 
x 20 26; xi 2,3; xiv 2 (NAQT, om. B) 3 (R*AQ*DL), 5 (NAQ*D), 27; xxiii 16 
(17); xxiv 21; xxv 10 (BNQ); xxvi 4 (5) (?); xxvii 1 (mot N*), 12 (B); xxx9 
(not Q™*), 18, 30 (RAQ, not Q™); xxxi 1 (not B); xxxiii 5 (not Q™), 6 (N*); 
xxxvi 15 (?Q™, not 4 K. xviii 30), 18 (not 4 K.), 20 (not Q™ 4 K., I omits); 
xxxvii 20 (not 4 K.), 22 (not 4 K.); xxxviii 7 (not 4 K.), 20 (B), 20 (not I’), 22 (B); 
xxxix 6 (not N* 4 K.) ; xl 27, 28, 31; xli 4, 14; xlii 10 (N*), 12, 19, 24; xliii 11; 
xliv 5 bis, 6 (B*® NAQ), 6, 23 bis; xlv 21 (not Q™), 23 (24) (BN“ AQ), 25 
(3, certainly not XQ); xlix 13; li 13; liv 13; lv6 (N*°AQ*) ; lviii 8, 9, 11, 13; 
Ixi 9 ; Ixv 23. 

* i 2 (mot Q) ; iii 21 (?) ; iv 4; ix 20 (not A); xiv 10; xxvi 23 (MN); xxvii 15; 
xxviii 7 (8). 
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Jeremiah being divided between two translators is curiously. confirmed 
by the fact that the instances of @eés for Yahweh in that book stop at 
the point in the book where he, for other reasons, divided it between 
the two. It would seem too that Isaiah was certainly one book at the 
time the translation was made. 

Of the other books of the Bible little need be said under this head. 
The following are the instances recorded :—Judges' one ; 2 K.? one; 
3 K.* three; 4 K.‘ one; 2 Esdr. (= Heb. Ezra) none; Neh. none 
(there are many cases in these books in which Yahweh is left out, and 
only the interpretative @eds is given); Jb.° three very doubtful cases, all 
in the prologue or epilogue; Eccl. of course none; Minor Prophets * 
two ; Jer. latter half none; Dan. LXX, Th. none. 

I am inclined to think that, if the main basis of my theory is correct, 
we may here find a criterion for the dating of the Greek versions of the 
various books. That is to say, those in which @eds stands frequently 
for Yahweh would come before, and those in which the present text of 
the Hebrew is almost invariably followed would come after the settle- 
ment of the authorized Hebrew consonantal text. 

The Hexaplaric fragments do not help us much under this head. 
Aq. has one instance in Is. (viii 17) in agreement with the LXX. Sm. 
three instances, one in Jb. (xlii 9), where the LXX omits the Divine 
Name altogether; one in Ps. (lv 11), where Sm. stands alone; and 
one in Is. (lxi 10), where Sm. agrees with Th. against LXX 
and Aq. Theod., besides this last passage, has @eés in one other 
passage (2 K. xxiv 1) which is rather inexplicable, and the passage as 
compared with 1 Ch. xxi 1 is difficult of explanation in that regard also. 
To an anonymous translator the same use of @eds is assigned in Prov. 
i 7, but this is perhaps only a reference to a text followed by LXX (BR). 
It will be seen that, with one exception, all these passages come from 
the books, of which I have suggested that the translations into Greek 
were the earlier. 

(2) As supplemental to the above we may note the cases in which 
@eés corresponds to 71M. They are :—Minor Prophets’ ten times ; Is.* 
twice, but not certainly ; Jer.® four times (two doubtful) ; Ezek.’ thirty- 


1 vi 34 (only in A which in this book is older than B). 

® xii 20 (the constant expression olxos rod Ocoi). 

3 v7 (21); xx (xxi) 3; xxii 19 (only B). * ii 2. 

5 16 (&*), 8 (A) ; xlii 11 (N*). ® Hos. iii 1, Ma. ii 17. 

7 Am. iii 7, 8, 11; iv 5; vii 1 (only B certainly), 4 (only A certainly once and 
Q™ once) ; viii 9 (AQ) ; ix 8; Ob.i1; Zeph. i 7. 

* x 24 (N*); xxv 8 (only BN certainly). 

® ii 19, 22 (A); xxvi 10; xxvii 25 (only B certainly). 

" iv 14 (BQ); xx 5 (AQ), 36 (A), 47 (A); xxi 7 (A), 28 (A); xxv 6 (A); 
xxviii 2 (A), 24 (A); xxix 3 (A), 8 (A), 16 (A); xxxii 31 (A); xxxvi 15 (A), 

VOL. VII, Rr 
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two times. It will be noticed from an examination of the citations from 
Ezekiel that there is a greater consensus of authority for this rendering 
in the third of the three sections of translation into which Mr Thackeray 
divides this book ; and that in the other two the rendering seems to be 
due to the scribe of A or of some MS preceding A. The third section 
is, however, attributed by him to the same translator as the first. 

It is difficult to see, with the traditional oral rendering of the expres- 
sion 717 ‘37% what other translation could have been given except a 
reduplication of Kvpwos, which is indeed a constant variant of Kvpws (6) 
@eés. I am inclined to think that the three chief variant readings of the 
Greek point to the following stages in the Hebrew text of Ezekiel :— 
(1) mm alone represented by Kvpws standing alone. To this ‘71% was 
inserted in the margin just as we have in the Hebrew Ecclesiasticus 
pw and pry standing in the margin for bw. (2) ‘71 taken from the 
margin and incorporated in the text mm ‘2%: this would correspond 
to the Greek Kvpwos Kvpuos. (3) 17 ‘778 read pinbee “ie with a corre- 
sponding Greek Kupuos (6) @eds. 

The Hexaplaric fragments do not carry the matter much farther. 
The three translators all follow the use corresponding to (3) of the 
above in Ps. lxviii 7, Is. lii 4. In Is. ii 4 Aq., Sm. by rendering DIMI 
5 @eds seem to point to a reading O°NS mn’ instead of mm ‘71%. Sm. also 
follows (3) in Is. xxv 8, where Aq., Th. do not exist as does Theod. in 
Jer. xxxii 25. In Hb. iii 19 the unusual ‘27% 77° is translated by the 
LXX and perhaps also by another translator Kvpus 6 eds (pov). 

(3) The third list of cases is where Kvpuos 6 @eds stands for Yahweh. 
In Josh.' the expression occurs ten times ; in 1 K.* three times; 2 Ch.* 
twice ; 1 Esdr.* twice; Pss.° twice, both cases doubtful; Is.* twenty- 
three times ; Jer.’ ten times. These figures are in very fair accord with 
those under the first heading: and correspond with the results of the 
investigation of the Pentateuch. In addition there is an abnormal 
number of instances (nine) in 3 K.* 

32 (A), 33 (A); xliii 18 (BA), 19 (BA); xliv 6 (BA), 9, 12, 15, 27; xlv 9 (BA), 9, 
15, 18; xlvi 1, 16 (BQ); xlvii 13, 23 ; xlviii 29. 

1 i15; ii 10,12; v 1; x 12 (A); xxii 23, 34 (A, unless 6s is a dittograph) ; 
xxiii 1 (A), 15 (B) ; xxiv 19 (A). 

2 i 3, 20 (probably a reminiscence of v. 3); xv 25. 3 xxx 8; xxxvI. 

* ix 39 (A), 52 (A but é «. @.). § xlv 12 (RR*); Ixxxiii 13 (8 °* RT). 

* xxvi 12 (not Q); xxviii 13 (NAQT); xxxviii 22 (N°"AQ; not 4 K. xx 8); 
xli 17, 21; xlii 6, 8, 13, 21; xliii 1, 10, 14 (not T), 15; xliv 2; xlv 1 (not Q), 
3 (not Q), 5 (not Q), 6 (not Q), 7 (not Q), 8 (N*I), 11 (not Q) ; lx 20 (N*) ; lxvi 23 
(&*). Note the special variants in N* as noted before. 

™v18; xi 21 (A); xv 2 (A); xxiii 30 (RAQ, B omits), 37, 38 (BNA) ; xxvi 23 
(AQ) ; xxvii 5 (BNA); xxxiv 18 (&); xxxix 28 (BAQ). 

§ v5; viii 59, 60 (B) ; xi 10; xvii 1 («. 6 0. ray Suvdpeov) ; xviii 18, 24; xxi 28 
(«. 5 0. "IopahA) ; xxii 19 (A rdv «. 0. "Iop.), 
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The following are the remaining instances :—Judges' one; Ruth? 
one; 2 K.* one; 4 K.‘ one; 2 Esdr.’ one; Jb.° one ; Minor Prophets’ 
thirteen or fourteen (in several cases connected with the use of zavro- 
xpdtwp); Ezek.® three ; Dan. LXX, Th. one. 

The Hexaplaric fragments only furnish us with two instances :—Jer. 
v 22 and Dan. ix 14 (only as a v. 1.). 

The tendency of all these instances is to shew that the 6 @eds of the 
expression was an addition in imitation of the very frequent occurrence 
side by side with mm of the interpretative n'ndx. 

(4) The instances of Kvpuos 6 @eds for 717. after ‘278 are limited to two 
books. One instance occurs in Am.” ; twenty-seven in Ezek." ; but all 
these latter only occur in one MS, and I need not repeat the explanation 
I have already given of the variations in usage which probably occurred 
both in Hebrew and Greek. It may just be noted that none of these 
instances occur in the third division of the Greek version according to 
Mr Thackeray. 

(5) I come now to the cases in which Képus stands for D'n>x, and it 
will be seen that these bulk much more largely than they did in the 
Pentateuch. Let me give the statistics first. Kvpuos then stands for 
ods (in Josh. there are none); 1 K.” eleven (ten) times; 1 Ch.” 
fifteen times; 2 Ch. thirty-one times; 1 Esdr.” sixty times; Pss.% 

1 jii 28. ? iii 10 (B). ® xv 31. 

* xix 20 («. 5 0. ray duvdpeow : cf. 3 K. xvii 1). 

® viii 28 (A). * xxxix 31. 

7 Ho, vi 1 ; xiv 3; Am. iv 3 (AQ); v 8(AQ+6 mavroxpdrap) ; ix 6 (A Q+6 marr.), 
12 (A); Mi. iv 10; Jl. ii 12; Jn. ii 3 (not N*) ; Na. iii5 ; Zach. x 3,12; Ma. ii 16 
(A}); iii 6. 

® xx 38 (A), 47 (A); xxxv 15 (not Q). 

® Da LXX, Th. ix 14 (AQ only in Th.). » iz. 

11 xiv 6 (A) ; xx 30 (A); xxi 24 (A), 26 (A); xxii 3 (A), 19 (A); xxiii 22 (A), 
28 (A), 32 (A), 34 (A); xxiv 21 (A); xxvi 21 (A) ; xxviii 6 (A), 25 (A); xxxii 8 
(A), 32 (A); xxxiv 11 (A), 20 (A); xxxvi 3 (A), 37 (A) ; xxxvii a1 (A); xxxviii 10 
(A), 14 (A), 17 (A), 18 (A) ; xxxix 8 (A), 25 (A). 

12 ii a5: iv 21 (A), 22 (B) (the passage is in confusion) ; v 2; vi5; x 26; xi6 
(A omits) ; xiv 15; xxiii 14, 16; xxvi 8. 

13 xv 2 (A); xvi 1 (A), 6 (&) ; xvii 3, 25 (A) ; xxiv § ; xxvi 20, 32 (B); xxviii 2, 
12, 21 (B); xxix 1, 7, 13, 17. 

M iv 19; V 13 vi 40; xiii 12, 15,16; xv 1; xix 3; xx 7 (B), 29; xxiv 5, 13, 20; 
xxv 8 bis, 20, 24; xxvis ter, 7; xxviii 24; xxx 12; xxxi 13, 21; xxxii 29, 31; 
xxxiii 7 (A); xxxiv 9 (A), 32; xxxvi I9. 

® i 25 bis, 26, 46, 49, 51, 525 ii 3, 5 bis, 6, 7 ; v 56 (B) ; vi 2 bis, 5, 12, 14, 18, 19, 
21, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 32 bis; vii 7,155 viii 6, 9, 12, 13 bis, 15 (B), 45, 46 (A, B 
omits), 49 (B), 52, 53) 55) 571 59, 60, 61, 64, 69 (B), 71, 75 (B) 76 (B), 76, 78 (A), 
79, 83, 89 (B), go dis ; ix 13, 48 (B). 

16 lii 5 (N*R), 7 (BN*R*) [by assimilation with Ps. 14] ; lv 2 (B), 5 (N*), 12 (N*); 
Ixii 12 (N*R); Ixv 16 (BN*R); Ixvii 31 (N*), 33 (N*); Ixxii 28 (B); Ixxvi 1 ;. 
Ixxvii §9 (N*R). Only one of these is absolutely certain 

Rr2 
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twelve times (but most of them very uncertain); Prov.’ once [there is 
one very doubtful case in A of Eccl.*]; Is.* three (five) times; Jer. 
none. Josh. naturally accords with the Pentateuch where there are so 
few instances; in it there are none. In the other historical books, 
especially 1, 2 Chronicles and 1 Esdras the use of Kvpuos for onde may 
be taken to point to (1) a more Yahwistic edition of these books, which 
would fall in with my theory ; or (2) Kvps is midrashic and points to 
the God of Israel under this special designation. It is noticeable as 
rather confirmatory of the first view that in some passages (e.g. Ezra 
vi 22, as compared with the previous verse) the words ‘the house of 
God, the God of Israel’ would read much more naturally ‘the house 
of Yahweh, the God of Israel’. 

At any rate, we find the same use prevailing in Ecclesiasticus. 
Kvpws represents ode in eighteen (seventeen) passages in that book ¢, 
but to this I shall recur later. 

In the other books of the Bible the figures stand as follows :—Judges ® 
four times; 2 K.° seven; 3 K." five; 2 Esdr.® (including Neh.) two 
doubtful cases ; Jb.’ nine; Minor Prophets” once; Dan. LXX [it will 
be remembered that this is a midrashic version] ™ four times. 

In the Hexapla, Aq. gives us two instances in the Pss.”; Th. one 
in 2 K." and one in the Pss.* The fact of there being in two passages 
out of three, as in so many other cases, different occurrences from those 
in the LXX, rather strengthens my theory of two recensions, at least, of 
the Hebrew Bible. 

(6) As in the Pentateuch, so in the whole of the rest of the LXX the 
use of Kvpus (6) @eds for p'nbdw is very limited. The cases are :—Josh.” 
two ; Judges” two; 1 K.”” one; 3 K." three; 2 Ch.” six ; 2 Esdr.” three ; 
Pss.” our (only one certain); Minor Prophets” seven ; Is.* four ; Jer.™ 

1 iti 4. ? vii 30. 
> vii 13; xl 1 (N* as so often) ; Ixi 10 (but not Aq. Sm. Th.) ; Ixii 3 (&*), 5. 

* iii 20; ix 163 X 4, 5) 13, 14, 16, 20, 22, 24; xxxii 12; xxxiii 5; xxxvi 22; 
xl 26, 27; xlii 15; xlvi 14; li1(*). 

5 vi 20 (A) ; vii 14 (A); viii 3; ix (57). 

* ii 27; vi 3, 7 (very doubtful), 12 ; vii 22; xv 24; xxiii 3 (A). 

7 iii 5, 11; iv 25; x 27; xii 22. ® ix 6 (A); xxiii 1 (&*). 

* ig (BR); ii9, 10; v8 bis; xx 29; xxviii 23 (N°*%° AC); xxxii 2; xxxiv 9. 

© Ho, ix 8 (AQ). 1 ia, 9, 17; ix 18. 

19 Ixxvi 2 (so LXX), lxxxi 1. 3 xiv 16. i Ixxvi 2. 

15 xxii 16 (A); xxiv 27. 16 iv 23 (A); x 10 (A). 

7 vi 3 (A, B @cot xvpiov). 18 viii 26; xviii 36; xxi 23 (A). 

” ix 8; xv 18; xvii 4; xx 12, 33; xxxiv 3. 

* ix 9; xx 39 (A) ; xxiii 14 (but N* 60 xv). 

” xiii 5 (N°*); xix 6 (NR); lv 13 (R%*); Ixxix 8. 

22 Ho. ii 23; Am. viii 14 (A); Mi. vi8; Jl. ii 17 (A); Jn. iv 7 (AQ), 8 (AQ), 

AQ). 
¢ = 9 (RL); li 20; lii 12 (RAQ); Ivii a1 (RAQ). * xxviii 5 (A). 
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one; Ezek.’ three; Dan. LXX?* two (one); Th.* three. In 3 Esdr.* 
we have five. Only one doubtful instance occurs in the Hexapla from 
Aquila °. 

To complete our survey we must add that in 1 Esdr.° Kvpus stands 
by itself for mm + onde in six passages. 

(7) I come now to two curious uses of Kvpuos—curious because they 
seem to me to exhibit a distinct relationship between the Greek versions 
of Job and Ecclesiasticus, as we shall see as we go on. 

It has often been noticed how in Job the names of God, El and 
Eloah, occur to the almost total exclusion of Yahweh, except in the 
account of Yahweh’s discourse. The last-mentioned name does indeed 
occur once’ but that is all. But to take the name Eloah first. If we 
examine the passages in the Hebrew in which this name occurs and 
then look at the LXX we shall see that in ten cases* there is no corre- 
sponding Divine Name in the Greek: in nine cases* we have @eds ; 
whereas in twenty-two cases we have Kvpws. In Ecclus.” we have 
two corresponding instances of Kupvos. 

(8) But this phenomenon is still more noticeable when we consider 
the use of Kvpwos for 5x. This occurs forty-one times in Job " (in every 
part of the book except the prologue and epilogue) ; and in Ecclus."* 
thirty-two (thirty-four) times; whilst in the whole of the rest of the 
LXX outside the Pentateuch we only have the following occurrences :— 
Josh. once (so once in Pentateuch) ; Pss.’® seven times (only one quite 
certain) ; and Is.% twice. In the Hexapla only one instance is quoted, 


1 viii 4; x 19 (A); xxxiv 31 (B*AQ, B® «. «. 6 0.). 

? ix 15 (doubtful) ; x 12. * ix 17, 19 (A); x 12 (AQ). 

* v 67; vi1; vii 9; viii 49 (A), 89 (A). 5 Is. vii 13. 

* i 37, 453; v 68; viii 25, 70, 86 (B*A) ; ix 50. 7 xii 2. 

* ix 13; xii 4,6; xxig; xxii 12, 26; xxiv 12; xxvii 10; xxxiii 12; xxxvi 2. 

® iii 23 (BNC); vi 8 (A); xxix 2, 4(BS*); xxxi2; xxxv 10; xxxvii 15 (BNA); 
Xxxix 17, 32. mvedpa Gedy is also found in xxvii 3. 

® iii 23 (A); iv 9,17; v17; vi8 (BNC), 9; x 2; xi 5, 6,7; xv 8; xvi 21, 22; 
xix 6, 21,26; xxig; xxvii 8; xxix 4(N°*AC); xxxi6; xxxiii 26; xxxvii 15 (C). 
mavToxpatep occurs once (xxxvii 22). 

1 xxxii 13; xlv 23. 

3 y 8; viii 3, 5, 13 (BN), 20; ix 2; xii 6; xiii 7; xv 4, 13, 25 (BNA); xvi 12; 
xviii 21; xix 22; xxi 14, 22; xxii 2, 17 ; xxiii 16; xxv 4; xxvii 2 (NAC), 9 
(AC), 11,13; xxxi 14, 23 (NAC, B omits), 28 ; xxxii 13 ; xxxiii 14 ; xxxiv 5, 10, 
12, 23, 37 5 XXXV 2, 135 XXXVi5; xxxvii 14; xxxviii 41; xl 4, 14. 

8 iii 18; v 4 (cod. A, but C~, cf. supra and xliii 5) ; vi 16 ; vii 4 (both A and C), 
29, 31; xi22; xiv II; xv, 11; xvi 17, 26; xxxv 14; xxxii 21 (A), 22 (7m in 
marg.) ; Xxxviii 1, 4,9, 14; xxxix 16, 33; xli 4; xlii 15,17; xliii g; xlvi 5 (&, 
BAC omit), 5 (?), 11, 16; xlvii 5, 22; xlviii 3 (BN?), 20; xlix 3. 

™ iii 10 (A). 

4% xv 1(BN**ARD); lxxiii 8 (B); Ixxxiv 9; cv 21 (N*); cxxxv 26 (N*A); 
cxxxviii 23 (ART). 16 x1 185 xlii 5. 
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and that is from the Symmachus version of Job’. Can it be that Job 
and Ecclus. were both translated by the same person, who being a devout 
Jew preferred to make it clear that the El or Eloah of these books was 
identical with Yahweh ? Scarcely, I think ; for the whole style of the two 
translations is very dissimilar. It rather seems to point to some special 
school or place of translation where, in a conservative spirit, the names 

and mx received their special Jewish appropriation, and the word 
Kvpwos was used to denote that by those names the name mm was 
really designated. 

Lastly, if we examine the Aramaic passages of the Old Testament we 
shall find Kvpus representing FID in 2 Esdr.* once; in Dan. LXX®° six 
times ; whilst Kvpuos (6) @eds stands for the same word in 2 Esdr.* twice 
(but only in A); and in Dan. LXX* once. 

I proceed to sum up what I think may be the results arrived at with 
an approach to certainty as to the Greek translations of the Canonical 
Books outside the Pentateuch. 

1. Joshua goes with the Pentateuch. 

2. The larger number of the rest of the books can be divided into 
two groups, in one of which the variation in the translation of the 
Divine Names is much more noticeable and frequent than the other. 

In the first is included 1 K., 1, 2 Ch., 1 Esdr., Pss., Prov., Is., and 
more doubtfully Jer., or at any rate Jer. down to chapter xxviii. 

In the other group there fall Judges, 2, 3, 4 K., 2 Esdr. (including 
Neh.), the Minor Prophets (?), Jer. (perhaps the latter half), Dan. LXX, 
and Ezek. 

The dividing line between these two groups, if what I have advanced 
has any approach to truth about it, would be the settlement of the 
authorized consonantal Hebrew Text whenever that occurred. Before 
that the usage of the Divine Names varied in the different MSS, after 
that the usage was stereotyped in one particular way. 

3. Ruth would go naturally in the Greek with Judges: Esther, 
Ecclesiastes and Canticles, for this purpose, have practically nothing to 
be taken account of. 

4. There remains only the Greek Book of Job. This in its constant 
use of Kvpuos for nds and 5x stands practically alone among the books of 
the LXX. But it has a marked parallel in the Greek of Ecclesiasticus 
as compared with the Hebrew. It is curious to note that in both these 
books there has been claimed to exist a considerable number of 


1 viii 3. ? vii 15 (B). 

5 ii 18, 19, 20 (rod , Tow peyddov), 23, 37; iii 95 (Syr. «.56.). It is interesting 
to note that Mr. Thackeray suspects a break in the LXX of Dan. at the end of 
chap. 3. 


“v1 (A); vii 12 (A). 5 iii 29. 
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Arabisms. It may be that something of this kind led the translators to 
use the term Kvpuos. At any rate the phenomena indicate that they 
must come from the same school of Jewish thought or translators. 
This source may be Palestinian, so far as this usage is concerned: in 
the case of the Greek Job the translator was probably a Hellenizer. 
This is shewn by his usage of Homeric and classical Greek words. The 
translator of Ecclesiasticus it should be remembered represents himself 
as the grandson of Jesus the son of Sirach, and as only a temporary 
sojourner in Egypt (see Prologue). 

In conclusion, I would say that, though I have done my best to make 
my statistics accurate, and I have no doubt that they are so in the main, 
my figures may require some slight modifications. So far as I am aware, 
no such an exhaustive analysis of the use of these Divine Names has 
ever before been attempted. 


H. A. REppPaATu. 


THE CATACOMB OF COMMODILLA. 


Atti della R. Accademia dei Lincei, Serie V: Notizie degli Scavi di 
Antichitd, 1905. 

To the student of Christian archaeology by far the most interesting 
of the discoveries recorded in this volume are those made in the 
excavations which in the course of the past two years have brought to 
light the central crypt or basilica of the Coemeterium Commodillae. The 
only text in which this catacomb is named is the following passage of 
the Jndex Coemeteriorum :—‘Coemeterium Commodillae ad S. Felicem 
et Adauctum via Ostiensi.’ The indications furnished by these words 
and the mention of St Felix and St Adauctus immediately before St 
Paul in the Itineraries enabled Boldetti, in 1720, to locate the cemetery 
in the Via delle Sette Chiese, not far from S. Paolo fuori le Mura. 
Boldetti actually penetrated into the central crypt, and there saw a 
fresco in which St Felix and St Adauctus were represented, thus placing 
the identification of the catacomb beyond doubt. Unfortunately, the 
roof of the crypt collapsed eight days after Boldetti’s discovery, and the 
excavations were then dropped. Prof. Orazio Marucchi, the indefatig- 
able secretary of the Commissione di Archeologia Sacra, succeeded in 
procuring the resumption of the enterprise in 1904, and the result has 
been to bring to light the whole of the crypt entered by Boldetti and a 
portion of the catacomb of which it was the centre. 

The interest of the discovery rests in the light which it throws upon 
the latest phase in the history of the catacombs, and in the difficulties 
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which attend the interpretation of its sepulchral monuments. In the 
first place, the form of the catacomb, with its relatively broad, high 
galleries, differs somewhat from the usual type, a fact which has sug- 
gested to Baron Kanzler the idea that here (and probably here alone) a 
sand-pit (avenarium) may have been converted to the uses of Christian 
burial. Moreover, the decoration of the crypt dates from the earlier 
part of the sixth century, and thus illustrates a phase in the developement 
of painting at Rome during the predominance of Byzantine influences 
which has left few monumental remains. In order to explain the nature 
of the finds it will be convenient to recapitulate briefly what is known 
of the two principal saints venerated in the Coemeterium Commodillae 
and of the history of their crypt. St Felix and St Adauctus belong to the 
number of the martyrs of Diocletian’s persecution. When the first- 
named, who was a priest, was being led to execution, he was met by an 
official of the jiscus, who was converted to Christianity and shared in 
the martyrdom of St Felix. As his name was unknown he was called 
Adauctus, ‘eo quod sancti Felicis auctus sit ad coronam’. It would 
seem that the first works of importance by which the tomb of the 
martyrs was embellished were due to St Damasus (366-384). His 
inscription in their honour is preserved in the MS Collections, and runs 
as follows (according to Ihm’s text) :— 

O semel atque iterum vero de nomine Felix, 

Qui intemerata fide contempto principe mundi 

Confessus Christum caelestia regna petisti. 

O vere pretiosa fides, cognoscite, fratris 

Qua ad caelum victor pariter properavit Adauctus. 

Presbyter his Verus Damaso rectore iubente 

Composuit tumulum sanctorum limina adornans. 

It is certain that this inscription found a place in the crypt, since in 
the Liber de locis SS. Martyrum the latter part of line five is quoted ; a 
few fragments of the original (twenty-three letters in all) are preserved 
in the Vatican. Their significance was discerned by De Rossi, who 
inferred that they must have been discovered by Boldetti in 1720. We 
may then assume that the crypt in its present shape, and the broad 
stairway which gives access thereto, are the work of St Damasus. 

It appears, however, that under his immediate successor, St Siricius 
(385-398), important works of restoration were carried out by a certain 
Felix. We give the recently-discovered inscription, from which this 
inference is drawn, according to Marucchi’s restoration ; but it will be 
seen that this is far from certain in its details, and leaves room for 
doubt on a point of primary importance :— 

Hic famulos domini nov[a nunc bene templa reservant, 
Qui dulces animas solve[runt corpore iunctim, 
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Ut pariter possent viv[orum scandere sedes. 
Felicem tegit hic tum[ulus, qui maior in aula 
Occurrit gradib © sanc[tumque recondit Adauctum. 
Salvo Siricio papa r[enovata dicavit 
Martyrib © Felix p[ro munere vota rependens. 

The decoration of the crypt, as we have it, is not however in the 
main the handiwork of Felix. We are informed in the Liber Pontificalis 
that John I (523-526) restored the cemetery of St Felix and St Adauctus, 
and the style of the paintings discovered leaves no doubt that they 
belong to this period. Before considering the nature and interpretation 
of the remains, however, it is necessary to observe that, beside St Felix 
and St Adauctus, two other martyrs were venerated in the Coemeterium 
Commodillae. One of these was St Nemesius, to be distinguished from 
the martyr of the same name whose tomb was on the Via Latina. 
Marucchi has conjectured with much probability that his epitaph is 
contained in an elegiac inscription preserved in the Codex Palatinus 
(De Rossi Jnscr. Christ. II 102 29) :— 


Martyris haec Nemesi sedes per saecula floret, 
Serior ornatu, nobilior merito. 

Incultam pridem dubitatio longa reliquit, 
Sed tenuit virtus adseruitque fidem. 


The language of this inscription is certainly inapplicable to the more 
famous Nemesius of the Via Latina. The saint with whom we are here 
concerned is coupled with St Felix and St Adauctus in the Liber de locis 
SS. Martyrum and the Jtinerarium Malmesburiense, but in the 
Itinerary of Einsiedeln we read: Jude ad S. Felicem et Adauctum et 
Emeritam. Now the last-named saint appears in the Martyrologium 
Romanum under the date of Sept. 22, together with ‘S. Digna’, and 
both are said to have met with their martyrdom ‘sub Valeriano et 
Gallieno’. The juxtaposition of these names was naturally thought to 
be suspicious, as it seemed probable that one or both of them might 
have arisen from an adjective. The discovery of the Coemeterium 
Commodillae has confirmed the justice of these suspicions as far as 
regards St Digna, but there can be no question that St Emerita was an 
object of veneration in the crypt of St Felix and St Adauctus. 

On descending the stairway and turning sharp to the left the first 
monument of importance which meets us in the crypt (which is narrow 
and somewhat irregular in shape) is a tomb whose principal ornament 
is a painting of the sixth century, representing our Lord in the act of 
handing the keys to St Peter—the earliest example in painting of this 
rare subject. The figure of St Peter is balanced by that of St Paul, 
holding the volumes of his epistles. The symmetry of the composition 
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is maintained by the addition of two further figures on either side: 
St Felix corresponds presumably with St Adauctus (the inscription is 
lost); while St Emerita is balanced, not by St Digna, but by St 
Stephen. On a strip of plaster of earlier date, below the fresco just 
described, we read the words SANCTO MARTYRI BENERABILI. We 
have then here the tomb of a martyr; and it is most natural to 
conclude (with Marucchi) that St Nemesius was buried here. But 
this, as we shall see, is not the only possibility. 

On the same wall is to be seen an interesting fresco, in very good 
preservation, which decorated the tomb of a lady named Turtura. The 
subject is the Blessed Virgin, richly attired with Byzantine jewellery, 
seated on a throne with the Divine Child on her knee, between 
St Felix and St Adauctus. The widow Turtura is likewise represented, 
and below is her epitaph, which is worth giving in full :— 

Suscipe nunc lacrimas, mater, natique superstis 
Quas fundet gemitus laudibus ecce tuis. 
Post mortem patris servasti casta mariti 
Sex triginta annis sic viduata fidem. 
Officium nato patris matrisque gerebas ; 
In subolis faciem vir tibi vixit Obas. 
Turtura nomen abis, set turtur vera fuisti, 
Cui coniux moriens, non fuit alter amor. 
Unica materia est quo sumit femina laudem 
Quod te coniugio exhibuisse doces. 
Hic requiexcit in pace Turtura 
Que bisit pl m annus Ix. 
The fresco has already been published by Mgr Wilpert and is of con- 
siderable importance as compared with the earlier series of paintings in 
St Maria Antiqua. 

The principal object of veneration in the crypt (as is shewn, infer 
alia, by the graffiti which surround it) was the tomb placed at the 
extremity furthest from the entrance. Now it seems probable that this 
monument contained three bodies ; for while two persons were buried, 
one above the other, in a forma excavated in the floor, there is also a 
loculus in the back wall. Above this are the remains of a painting, 
which may be of the fourth century, representing St Felix and St Adauctus 
in adoration of the Monogram of Christ, and at the side was the 
fresco seen by Boldetti, who, it will be observed, read the inscription 
SCA MERITA. Ona pilaster beside the monument is a fresco represent- 
ing St Luke, which is dated by its inscription (sud tempora Constantine 
Augusto n. factum est) to the seventh century (668-685). Marucchi, 
therefore, proposes to recognize in this floor-tomb the resting-place of 
St Felix and St Adauctus, and in the /ocudus that of St Emerita. Against 
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this it has been urged that the phrase occurrit gradibus in the metrical 
inscription quoted above is more appropriate to the tomb at the bottom 
of the stairs near the doorway of the crypt ; and it is easy to restore 
the missing words so as to give a suitable sense, e. g. :— 
Felicem tegit hic tum[ulus, tegit alter Adauctum, 
Occurrit gradib(us) sanc[to qui in limine primus. 

But it is to be observed that the fragments of this inscription were 
discovered in a narrow gallery immediately to the left of the tomb, 
which is approached by a flight of steps: and the phrase used of 
St Felix and St Adauctus in the Ziber de locis SS. Martyrum—‘ Ambo 
réquiescunt in uno loco. Ibi quoque et Nomeseus (sic) Martyr cum 
plurimis iacet ’"—accords better with the hypothesis of a common tomb. 

With regard to the tomb of St Emerita doubt is also possible. Ina 
gallery which prolongs the crypt at the end opposite to the tomb just 
described is a large sepolcro a forno, i.e. a loculus whose direction is per- 
pendicular to that of the gallery. This must have been a tomb of some 
importance, since no less than four /ocu/i have been sacrificed in its 
construction and decoration. It is surmounted by a pediment painted 
in fresco representing St Emerita between St Felix and St Adauctus '. 
The painting is of the sixth century, but it is of course possible that it 
forms part of the restored decoration of a more ancient tomb, and 
Baron Kanzler, who discovered the fragment bearing the name of the 
saint, is of opinion that we have here the tomb of St Emerita herself. 
He sees a confirmation of this hypothesis in the fact that an inscription 
of the year A.D. 426 is known which mentions the purchase of a site 
for a tomb ante domna(m) Emerita(m) by two persons, Januariusand Britia, 
and there is in fact a /ocu/us bisomus facing the tomb now in question. 
But this is of course no more than a coincidence; and since it is 
difficult, if not impossible, to suppose that any of the four Jocu/# 
sacrificed to the sepolcro a forno can be the original tomb of the saint, 
we should be forced to have recourse to the hypothesis of a translation of 
her body in the sixth century, for which it would be difficult to find a 
satisfactory parallel. It is, however, worthy of note that a certain Leo, 
whose graffiti are found beside the other historical tombs, has scratched 
his name on the fresco. It should also be said that Marucchi identifies 
the tomb of Januarius and Britia with a disomus found in the floor 
immediately in front of the principal monument of the crypt and there- 
fore of the /ocu/us in which he supposes St Emerita to have been buried. 

It will be seen from this brief account that the discovery of the 
Coemeterium Commodillae has raised problems of considerable impor- 
tance in relation to the later history of the catacombs. Nor is it the 


1 Beneath the figure of the latter is painted the phrase CvIVS NOMEN DEVS SCIT, in 
allusion to the legend of St Adauctus. 
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only case in which recent excavations in early Christian cemeteries 
have yielded important results. Not only in Rome, but in Sicily (at 
Syracuse) and in Africa (at Hadrumetum) this branch of investigation 
has been pursued with success. An account of these discoveries must, 
however, be deferred to a future occasion. 

H. Stuart Jones. 


THE ORIGIN OF THE AARONITE PRIESTHOOD: 
A REPLY. 


Mr McNEILE’s temperate and courteous criticism of my article on 
the ‘Origin of the Aaronite Priesthood’, which appeared in the JOURNAL 
or THEOLOGICAL StupDiEs for October 1905, deserved an earlier reply. 
Since my theory, however, presupposes the view that Deuteronomy is 
an exilic work, it seemed better that a reply to criticism upon the 
theory should appear simultaneously with an article upon the date of 
Deuteronomy. 

Certainly if any ‘bones’ can be found ‘which will not fit into the 
conjectural skeleton’, it must be frankly admitted that a new skeleton 
must be reconstructed ; but before attempting to do this it will be well 
to subject the alleged bones to a careful scrutiny. 

In the first place I would point out that Mr McNeile has inadvert- 
ently misrepresented a sentence of mine, the last half of which he 
quotes verbatim on p. 1. I did not place the original story of Aaron’s 
calf at Horeb at all. Following Wellhausen, I regard the whole Horeb 
section as belonging to a later sérvatum. WHence the tradition that 
Aaron made a golden calf, even if (as I admit to be probable) he is 
identical with the Aaron who is mentioned as the associate of Hur, 
does not locate the calf worship at Horeb. Indeed on p. 166 I 
distinctly stated that the obvious place in which to look for the origin 
of the legend of Aaron’s calf is one of the sanctuaries which possessed 
golden calves. And since, in my opinion, the beginning of the icono- 
clastic movement (which is clearly implied in Exodus xxxii in its present 
Jorm) cannot be dated earlier than the end of the eighth century B.c., 
when Hezekiah broke up the brazen serpent, it is obvious that Exodus 
xxxii must have taken shape since that date. The essential elements 
in that chapter are that a calf was made, and that Aaron made it. 
Details were probably still in a state of flux’. 

* The earliest tradition was probably altogether silent on the subject of Aaron's 
death, and moreover did not represent Caleb and Joshua as the only persons of the 
host that came out of Egypt who entered Canaan. Only fragments of the earliest 
tradition have come down to us. Hur evidently occupied a position of some 


importance in the oldest story, but for some reason unknown to us the compiler of 
JE has excluded from his book the later history of him, 
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Mr McNeile goes on to ask, ‘Why did the writer of 1 Kings xii 26-33 
select Jeroboam I as the founder of the cult ?’ 

But surely if (as I believe) that writer, when he wrote, ‘had before 
him the full story of Exodus xxxii, and the reference to Moses’ anger in 
Deut. ix 12-21’, he could not have assigned the Bethel calf to Aaron ; 
for his sources stated that the calf which Aaron had made had been 
destroyed by Moses, and that Aaron himself had died before the 
conquest of Canaan. But since he knew that Bethel was the royal 
sanctuary of North Israel (Amos vii 13), he naturally would infer—and 
his inference may be perfectly correct—that the temple which was 
standing at Bethel in the days of Amos had been built by Jeroboam. 
It was notorious that the idol at Bethel was a calf. There is surely no 
difficulty, therefore, in supposing that the writer of 1 Kings xii 26-33 
believed that the cult of the calf had been suppressed from the time of 
Aaron, and refounded by Jeroboam. 

Mr McNeile finds it difficult to believe that a calf would have been 
assigned to Dan, unless that sanctuary had actually possessed such an 
idol. But the post-Deuteronomic author of 1 Kings xii 26-33 (who, if 
he is not the same as the compiler of the Book of Kings, writes from 
the same standpoint, and may, therefore, for practical purposes be 
identified with him) certainly knew very little of the ancient sanctuaries 
of North Israel. When he wrote, all the high places of that country 
had probably been desecrated. But the old phrase, ‘Dan to Beer- 
sheba’, would of itself have been sufficient to convince him of the 
importance of Dan, and he would naturally conclude that what 
Jeroboam had done at the one sanctuary he would have done at the 
other also. It must be remembered that Dan was situated in a part of 
the land which for some two centuries had been in the hands of the 
heathen. 

Mr McNeile writes: ‘ There is not necessarily a difficulty in the fact 
that Aaron was unpunished for his sin, while 300 men were slain by 
Levites. There are many critics who hold that Exodus xxxii 25-29 is 
from another source than that of 1-6, 15-24.’ I certainly did not 
intend to imply that these passages are from the same hand; but the 
fact that the compiler placed them together is surely remarkable. If he 
had possessed any account of Aaron’s being punished for making the 
calf, he would surely not have excluded it from his book. It might 
have been supposed that the making of a calf would suggest a probable 
reason for the death of Aaron'. 


1 The statement in Deut. ix 20 may rest on some narrative originally contained 
in J, but it may be a mere inference of the Deuteronomist to account for the fact 
that, whereas (according to the ideas of his time) Jehovah must have been angry 
with Aaron, no punishment fell upon him. 
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Mr McNeile does not attempt to show by what right :a king of Judah 
could carry on an iconoclastic campaign in a neighbouring province: 
He apparently admits that the phrase ‘from Geba to Beersheba’ gives 
the dimits of the kingdom of Judah. In his view ‘the expression “ Geba 
to Beersheba” is used to shew how thoroughly the purging of Judah 
was carried out’. But surely it would be difficult to imagine a more 
thorough ‘ purging’ than that to which, according to 2 Kings xxiii 19, 
20, not only Bethel but also all the sanctuaries of the cities of Samaria 
were subjected! Moreover if the province of Samaria formed part of 
Josiah’s kingdom, why does Jeremiah regularly appeal to Jerusalem and 
Judah? 

In his remarks on p. 4, Mr McNeile has misunderstood my conten- 
tion. He says, ‘If the acute antagonism between the Zadokites and 
Aaronites had existed for years before, would not the Levites have been 
called “the sons of Aaron”? If Deuteronomy in its original form did 
not mention Aaron, it must have been because it was written before the 
quarrel began.’ In Mr McNeile’s phraseology the term ‘Levites’ seems 
to be equivalent to ‘sons of Aaron’. I never dreamed of suggesting 
that Aaronites and Zadokites quarrelled before the days of Deutero- 
nomy. Why should the Aaronites at Bethel have quarrelled with the: 
Zadokites at Jerusalem? or why should the Aaronites at Jerusalem 
have quarrelled with the Zadokites in Babylon ? 

On the same page, by bringing together two quotations from different 
parts of my article, Mr McNeile understands me to ‘imply that the 
law of the single sanctuary was the intention of the compiler, or 
compilers, of /’. He has apparently overlooked the fact that on p. 169 
I wrote, ‘It must be remembered that the reformation under Josiah was 
not the outcome of a tendency that had suddenly arisen.. Reforming 
ideas had been “in the air”, and gradually gaining force for more than a 
century.’ When, on p. 184, I used the phrase ‘the reforming party’ 
with reference to the legislation of 7, the context shews clearly that I 
refer to the reforming party in the days of Manasseh, when, as far as we 
know, no one had dreamed of limiting worship to one sanctuary ; 
whereas the words, ‘the intention of the original reformers’, on p. 161, 
were used when no mention had been made of any reformation other 
than Josiah’s, and therefore could only refer to the original leaders in 
the reformation which aimed at the limiting of worship to a single 
sanctuary. 

On p. 5, Mr McNeile writes, ‘Though the genealogy of Joshua in 
1 Chron. vi 13-15 may very possibly be an ‘ unhistorical artificiality ’— 
as the genealogies of the Chronicler often are—yet Seraiah and 
Jehozadak were both historical persons, and there is no direct evidence 
to shew that the former was not the father of the latter’. But to assert 
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that a genealogy is an unhistorical artificiality is not to deny that it 
contains any historical names. It certainly does not follow that 
because a genealogist has got historical names he must necessarily 
arrange them in their right order, or know their proper relation one to 
another. I do not doubt the historical reality of either Seraiah or 
Jehozadak. But the absence of ‘direct evidence’ against the state- 
ment that the former was the father of the latter is of little importance, 
when it is considered that this statement itself, as I shewed in my 
article, was an inevitable inference to one who, like the Chronicler, 
believed in the continuity of the priesthood, and knew that Seraiah had 
been priest at the Captivity, and that Jehozadak was the father of a 
priest who was supposed to have returned in the first year of Cyrus. 
Moreover if nothing but ‘direct evidence’ is to be admitted in historical 
criticism, ali such criticism becomes impossible. 

I would point out that Wellhausen’s restoration of Zech. vi 9-15 is 
not as arbitrary as Mr McNeile seems to imply. Having regard to the 
assertion, utterly unintelligible in the Masoretic Text, that ‘the counsel 
of peace shall be between them both’, and the LXX reading 13°D"? for 
iROZ Dy, as well as to the strong evidence of verse 14 that only one 
crown was originally mentioned, it is difficult to see any other possible 
way of amending the admittedly corrupt text. 

A few words as to Mr McNeile’s reconstruction. Whether Deutero- 
} nomy xxxiii is an early northern poem or not may here be left an open 
question, but surely it is an altogether unwarrantable assumption to 
identify the subject of verse 8 with Moses. Obviously the Levites 
generally are here referred to. Because a ‘Levite or clergyman’ 
according to Judges xviii 30 was a descendant of Moses, it certainly 
cannot be inferred that all clergymen claimed a like descent. 

I am not sure that I quite understand to what Mr McNeile refers, 
when he says on p. 6, ‘ And signs perhaps survive till a late date in the 
similarity of the names in different branches of the family’. If he 
means signs of a tendency to trace all priestly families back to Moses, it 
would seem to follow that he regards Eleazar as having arisen from 
Eliezer, and Gershon from Gershom, or in other words that the 
genealogy of Aaron is an ‘unhistorical artificiality’, the names in it 
being to some extent suggested by names in the genealogy of Moses. 

That this is the case is indeed probable, but if it is admitted, it shews 
that nothing was really known as to the genealogy of the family of 
Aaron, and it is therefore impossible to say whether Eli was an 
Aaronite or a Mosaite. There is, therefore, no trustworthy evidence 
that the priests at Shiloh, Nob and Anathoth were Aaronites. Indeed 
if it were safe to infer from 1 Sam. ii 27 ff. that the family of Eli 
had been priests at the Exodus, having regard to the fact that in 
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the oldest s¢vatum of the Pentateuch Moses is the sole priest, we should 
naturally conclude that Eli was descended from Moses. 

But it is probably a mistake to suppose that in the early days of the 
Hebrew Monarchy the actual descent of a priest went for anything. 
The chief sanctuaries probably had their own traditions as to the origin 
of their ritual. Thus, for example, Ophrah seems to have ascribed its 
ritual to the priest-king Gideon ; and had not tradition related the 
destruction of Gideon’s family, it is not improbable that the priests at 
Ophrah would have been known as ‘sons of Gideon’. In like manner 
we may suppose that the Bethel ‘use’ was associated with Aaron. .In 
a new sanctuary, such as Micah’s, unless the ritual had been prescribed 
by some theophany, it was desirable, though not necessary, to have 
some one with a priestly training. 

Mr McNeile’s argument on p. 8 depends on the assumption that 
Josiah intended to admit priests from North Israel to the temple at 
Jerusalem. That there were images at most, if not all, the important 
sanctuaries of both Israel and Judah down to the end of the eighth 
century B.C. is extremely likely, and in North Israel, probably still later. 
But the priests whom Ezekiel has primarily in view are those of Judaean 
sanctuaries such as Beersheba (unless we adopt the improbable sup- 
position that his polemic is directed against the amalgamation of 
worship of Judaea and Samaria, of which tidings had reached him in 
Babylon), and Mr McNeile brings forward no evidence to shew that 
these were Aaronites. Anathoth was not a ‘high place’, but a suburb 
of Jerusalem, and the priests who resided there were definitely con- 
nected with the Zadokite priests at Jerusalem. 

It may be pointed out that, if, as Mr McNeile contends, 2 Kings xxiii 
is historical, there were no priests left in North Israel, for Josiah put them 
all to death (2 Kings xxiii 19, 20). And even if the ‘all’ be not under- 
stood au pied de Ja lettre, is it likely that the survivors of the barbarous 
massacre, which Josiah is said to have ordered, would have been 
authorized by the same king to officiate in his temple at Jerusalem ? 

R. H. KENNETT. 


THE IMAGE OF GOD. 


Two valuable books, already familiar to readers of the JouRNAL, have 
lately come into my hands at Naples, and this circumstance leads me 
to put together a few observations which may be fitly registered under 
the above heading. 

In his commentary on Numbers at p. 155, Dr Buchanan Gray refers 
to a suggestion contained in an article of mine (Jewish Quarterly 
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Review x 669) to read pody for ody in ch. xiv 9. But if any merit 
attaches to this suggestion it is due entirely to Dr Neubauer, who put it 
forward in the Atheneum of Feb. 28, 1885, p. 280. , I think that when 
writing in the Jewish Quarterly Review x, I may have had in mind an 
imperfect recollection, or unconscious memory of his proposed emend- 
ation. Had my recollection been explicit I should, of course, have 
acknowledged the debt. So too as regards the vocalization of sinaby, 
for which Dr Gray refers to another paper of mine ( Jewish Quarterly 
Review xi 259), I ought to have quoted that of the LXX, Sadzaaé, 
given by him at p. 399. Such oversights will happen to any man who 
reads widely without making written notes—a fault pardonable to an 
invalid. 

In the Jewish Quarterly Review for April 1905 (xvii p. 502, p. 503 ad 
jin. and p. 506 ad fin.), I have said my say about 5xbya, and also as to 
the phrase of Gen. i 27, pnb nby2. Now I wish to raise three very 
doubtful questions. (1) Is there any relation between the traditional 
name of the inspired artist of the Cherubim and the phrase which 
describes the making of Man? (2) Is there any relation between the 
name of the Boeotian festivals of the Great and Little Daedala—a word 
which is said to signify ‘wooden images’, and is no doubt formed by 
reduplication of the stem Aad- —and the Semitic dy? Lastly, 7f Greek 
Sai8a- = Hebrew byby, is there any connexion between the Cretan 
AaiSados and the Biblical bxbya? Or are these suggestive resemblances 
due to pure coincidence ? 

Together with Dr Gray’s Wumbers, there reaches me Dr Driver’s 
commentary on Genesis, and I wish it could have been put into my 
hands at eighteen or twenty years of age. Yet I must enter a respectful 
protest against the strangely artificial interpretation which the writer has 
assigned to the language of Gen. i 26, 27. I cannot think that we 
have any right to read into the text of the Old Testament such an 
abstraction as self-conscious reason, borrowed from the metaphysics of 
modern Germany. It would, for instance, be more apposite if we were 
discussing the Upanishads than it can be to the concrete and poetic 
imaginings of the Hebrew Scriptures. The five lines cited from Ovid 
at the foot of p. 16 are really much more to the point. Surely such 
expressions as nby and nvov €annot naturally be applied to ra py parvo- 
peva, They apply obviously and directly to the bodily semblance and 
uplifted countenance of man, and nby is mentioned in immediate juxta- 
position with the distinction of sex (i 27). Compare the expressions of 
2 Kings xvi 10, 19°33N AX) Maton Ny NK, and the repeated n23N of 


1 Seyffert D. C. A. ed. Nettleship and Sandys, 1895. See Frazer Golden 
Bough ist ed. 1 100; and ed. I 225. 
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Deut. iv 15-18. Neither Bezaleel nor Daedalus, we may be sure, 
would have found a difficulty in the statement. May I plead for a 
reconsideration ? 

Grey HuBertT SKIPWITH. 


A FURTHER NOTE ON COSMAS. 


V = Vat. Gr. 699 (s. viii-ix). L = Laur. Plut. ix cod. 28 (s. x1). 
S = Sinaiticus 1186 (s. xi). 

In a former note on the text of Cosmas Indicopleustes printed in this 
JourNat (January 1905), I alluded to the untrustworthiness of Mont- 
faucon’s edition, particularly as regards the biblical and patristic quota- 
tions. I gave, however, practically no illustration of his inexactness in 
the latter, so I think it will not be considered superfluous to illustrate 
it more fully. The instances which follow are not intended as a complete 
collection of all the biblical quotations, but only as some of the worst 
instances of Montfaucon’s freedom. 

161 C & yap & qpépas ovverédece, xai xaréxavoer] év yap % jpépars 
éroinrey 6 @cds Tov obpavov Kal Thy yiv Kai wavra Ta év abrois Kal TH EBSdpy 
karéravoey V LS. 

176-7 otros otpavod cal yis Kipuos trdpywv, ob év xeporoujros vaois 
Karotxel, ovde td yepav dvOpurrwv Oepareverat, mpordeopevds Tivos, adTos 
ddobs waor Luv Kai rvonv Kai Ta ravra, éroino€ re ef évis aiwatos] V LS 
read imdpywv Kvpws and omit ovx év xetporoujros . . . wavra and aiparos. 

180 D rowitros yap jpiv expere dpyxepeds yevopevos| V LS have dows 
dxaxos dplavtos Kexwpopévos ard tav duaprwrav Kal. tyydédrepos Tov 
ovpavav after apyxtepeds. 

200 D "Eyw eiys Kipwe ... mpooxvvjoes is inserted by Montfaucon 
without the authority of the MSS. 

212 B vidy oc} V and S add xai xadéceis 75 Svopa abrod "Iwavvyv. 

221 B & dvOpwrov dvdoraats vexpav cian On év TH yp] Kai dvaxepadaw- 
cava Ta révra év to XpwrG, ra Te év TH odpav (rois otpavois LS) xai ra 
émi ris yas (ev Tp yp LS) V LS. 

245 C mpodyrny ipiv dvarrnoa Kips 5 cds tpaiv. aitod dxoicerbe. 
Kai 6 dvOpwros bs dav pH dxovoyn Soa dy AaAnoy 6 rpodyrys éxcivos eri 
r@ dvopari pov, éoroOpevOjoerar 4 Yuyx airy éx Tod Aaod airs] rpopyrnv 
ipiv dvacrryoe Kipios & Oeds &x Trav ddeAdav ipav ds éué. airod dxovoccOe 
xara mdvta, doa dy etry mpos ipas. eorar 8 raca Yxi Hrs (el ts LS) 
oik dxovoa (cicaxover L', civaxodoce L*S) rod rpodpyrov éxelvou éfodo- 


OpevOyncerat éx rod Aa0d airis V LS. 


* 


253A ri éorw dvOpwros, Sre pypwvjoKy abrod, } vids dvOpdrov, or 
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émurxérry abrov ; "HAdrrwcas abrév Bpaxd 7 wap dyyédous. S0fy xai ryH 
éorepdvwoas airov émi ra épya tov xeipav cov. mdvra tréragas troxdrw 
tov wodav abrov.| ti éorw dvOpwros, Sri pupvnoKy adrod ; Tovrw tréragev 
airyv. VLS. 

257 A-B V LS omit dre éweivacey .. . rod @eod and odde trois per 
abrov, and read as (8s S) ros for xai rots and éferrw for éfov hv aire. 

D Obrdés éorw 6 Yids pov & @ niddéxnoa] V LS instead of év 
@ Wvddxyoa read 6 dyarnros kal éxdeAeypévos. 

264 A °Ot pav yap dora Adyos codias, érépy 82 wirmis ev 7G abrG Tvev- 
part, rw 8 xapicpara iapdrwv év ro air Lvedpari, dAw Se évepyjpara 
duvdpewv, GAAw 8? rpodpyreia, DAw 52 duaxpicas rvevpdrwv, erépw 58 yévy 
ywooiy, Ay 88 épunveia ywoodv. LTdvra 88 ratra évepyei] & piv yap 
Sorat Adyos coias, érépw mpopyreia (-ria V*) érépw yévyn yAwovdy, érépw 
88 éppnveia yAwoody (érépp 5... yAwroav om. LS) érépw xapiopata 
iapdrwv, érépp Adyos yvdoews, éErépw riots (ns V") Erépw evepyjpora 
duvdpewv (-ws L) dAAw Siaxpiors (-es L) rvevpdrov. wavra 8 taira (raira 
om. V), én (pyoiv V’) 7d &y Kai 7d aird (om. V*) rveipa VLS. 

265 B ori dvopiav ovx éroince, odd? SédAov ev 7G ordpatt airov. Kai 
Kvpws BovAerat xabapioa airiv ris wAnyis. “Edy 8067 wept dyaprias 
H Wuxn tpéav, dperar oréppa paxpdBrov, cai Bovderar Kipuos aedciv dard 
Tov wovov THs Wuxis avrod, deigar airS pis| V LS omit éay 3067. . 
Yuxijs abrod and read ovde eipéOy Sédos and airov ard ris tAyyps. A few 
lines below they have 6 morteiwv é’ airé ob pi. 

269 C xalrddw. “Ex repdrwv rorapiv Aifiorias oicover Ovoiay por. 
Kai rddw éyer. Xaipe opddpa, Oiyarep Suiv, xypvoce, Oiyarep “Tepov- 
cadnp, edppaivor kal xararéprov éf SAns Kapdias, ov Oiyarep ‘IepovoadAnp. 
meprethe Kupwos 7a ddtxjpatd cov, Barreds “Iopand, Kipws év péow cov] 
mad déye Gri peraotpepw eri Aaovs yhOovay eis yeveday airs Tov érucadei- 
cba mévras Td Svoya Kupiov rod Sovdevew atte id Lvydv eva éx mepdruv 
rrorapiv Aifvorias oicover: Ovoiav por. Kal wddw Eyer. Xaipe opddpa, 
Oiyarep “Iepoveadnp (Suv LS), cidpaivov xai xararéprov, Oiyarep 
‘TepovoaAnp. mepreide Kupwos ra ddtxnpard cov AeAvtpwoat éx xerpds éxOpav 
cov, Bacreds "Iopand, 6 Kipws év péow cov V LS. 

Tév dvomwav, Gv Hydprocay év abrais| trav dvomov.. . abrav VL. 

272 B ’ErpyOy ABos dvev xeipav, Kai éérruve 7d Gotpaxov, Tov oidypov, 
Tov xadkdv, Tov dpyupov, Tov xpvodv Kai] éruyOy AiBos dvev yxetpov Kai 
érdragey ri eixdva Kai éyévero 5 AiBos wei (ci S) dpos péya xai V LS. 

C épbace, xai rpoonxOy aird. Kai aire &66n 7 apy xal 7 Tyy 
cai 7 Bacrreia, xai mavres of aol, dvdai cai ydoora aitgG Sovreicovew 
% efoveia, cal ra oud eppyOn] EpOace. Kai airg &60y 7} typ Kal 7 
efovela xai ra. oud Soa (om. LS) éppyby V LS. 

D Kai @yoopa oppo-tda, dudri ot qpérira, Aéyer Kuvpros 6 @cds] 
Kai @yoopai ce (om. ce L) oypoayida, Sidr o& qperurduny, eye Kvpuos 

S$s2 
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5 @eds (om. 5 @cds S) wavroxpdrwp, xaBdrep cai (om. cal L S) "Iwdvvys 5 
ciayyeduoris Aye Totrov yap 5 rarip éoppdywev (-noev V") 5 @cds V LS. 

316 C xai rére havjoera Td onpeiov Tod Yiod rot dvOpurov év TH otpave 
Kal Tore Koovrat raat ai pudal ris yas, Kal Sovrat Tov Yidv Tov avOparrov 
épxopevov eri trav vehedav rod odpavod pera Suvdpews Kai dofns wodAjs. 
Kai drooredet tovs dyyéAovs abrod pera oddmryyos gwvis peyddys, Kat 
erurwvdgovar rods éxhextods adrod éx Trav 5 dvéyur, dx’ Expwv obpavav ws 
dxpov oipavod| Kal tore dyovrac tov Yidv tov dvOpurov épxdpevov év 
vepédas pera Suvdpews Kal S6ys wodAjs. Kai rére drooredci trois ayyé- 
Aovs abrod (om. abrod S) pera odAmeyyos peydAns Kai érvrvvdser tovs éxdex- 
Tovs avrov éx rév 8 dvépwv, dm’ dxpov ys éws dxpov oipavod V LS. 

317 A VLS begin the quotation after érwroAg with the words ov 
pvotnpiov tpiv éyw. mévres piv od KoysnOyodpeba (xvp- V'), wravres 5é 
GdAaynodpeba (dday- V"), and read dvaerjcovra: for éyepPjoovrat. 

344 C dmagé rod éviavrod pévos & dpxtepeds, ob xwpis aiparos, éavr te 
Kai TO Aa rrovovpevos| drag Tod évavrod povov povos & dpxiepeds Sv’ aiparos 
tpaywv Kal pooywv elope cis tiv éowrdpay oxnviv efiAcovpevos Kal Thy 
adeow TH AaG rovovpevos V LS. 

345 D xai wédw. Mapropet yap] Kal wepurodrepov (repuro- V") er. 
xatddndov eorw «i kata tiv Spournta Medyuredéx dvicrarat iepeds Erepos, 
bs ob Kata vopov évroARs capKivys yéyover, GAAL kata Siva lwis dxara- 
Avrov. paprupetra yap V LS. 

348 A dpxw. Kai wdédw. “Oxov mpddpopos] Spxw, va du B mpay- 
parwv dperabérwy év ols (év ols om. L'S) ddvvarov pevoarbar @edv icxupav 
mapaxdnow Exwpev (Exopev L'S) of xarapvydvtes kparjoa: THs mpoKeipéerns 
eAridos fv ds dyxvpav éxopev THs Yuxis dopady te kai BeBaiav kai cicepxo- 
pévnv els TO éowrepov Tov Katarerdo patos, Srov mpddpoyos V LS. 

352 Suvdpue, cal ra éfjs. Elra wad. Toiro] duvape.: oreiperas copa 
Wuxixdy (-nx- V"), éyeiperat copa mvevparixdy. l gots cHpa Yuyixov éorl 
kal Tvevpatixdv. ovTws Kal yéyparrat, éyéveto 5 mpatos dvOpwros "Adap eis 
Yuxnv Caoav, 5 ryaros “Adap cis rvedpa Lworowiv. GAN’ ob mparov 7d 
avevpatixov GANA 7d Woyixdy (-nx- V'), érecra 75 (om. 7d S) wvevpatixdr. 
6 pros avOpwros éx yijs xouxds, 5 Sevrepos dvOpwros, Kipus ef oipavoi, 
olos 6 xouxds Towdrot Kal of xorxol, Kai olos 5 émovpdvios TowiTor Kai of 
érovpavio, Kal Kaas époptcaper Thy eixdva Tod xotKod popéropev Kal Thy 
cixéva Tod érovpaviov. tovro V LS. 

365 D Kupwy, tpvetre xal irepupoire airov «is rovs aiavas. Evdoyetre, 
ovpavol, tov Kupuov. Kat abris| Kvpuov, ebdoyeire oipavol tiv Kipuor, 
cidoyeire dyyeAou Kipiov rov Kupuov, eddoyeire Sara wavra Ta érdvw Tod 
ovpavod (imrepdvw trav oipavav LS) rov Kipuov. ai airds V LS. 

400 B épyxovrat xal AnPOnoera wavra ra év TS oikw Gov, Kai doa eOnoad- 
purav of rarépes cov Ews THs Hpepas Tavrys els BaBvdAdva, Kai ody trode- 
POnoerar pia, > etre Kipwos. Kal oi vioi cov, ot éfeAevoovra éx coi, ods 
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yerrqorns, Ajperat, Kai Evovrar civodxor ev rH otk] Epxovrar, Aéyer Kvpws, 
cai Ampovrar (Aup- V") wavra ra ey 7G oikw Gov, Kal dca cunipyayov of 
mwarépes gov éws THS Hpépas Tavrys eis BaBvAGva, cai ovdey ov pH évearadei- 
mwow (-Aur- V', xaradirwow LS). elev 52 6 @eds Sri Kal dad trav Téxvev 
cou, dv éyévvnoas, Ampovrat Kai rojoovow érgdovras év TG oikw V LS. 

409 A carevOjoovrat] ai of aorépes (-ars V') rod otpavod recotvras éxi 
thy ynv is added by V LS. 

432 C BovdAcrat, xai ra éijs| BovAerar cis oixovopiay Tov Kaipov. Kai 
dvaxeparaiwow érovpaviwy kal érvyciwy. ovrw yap Kal pvoripiov rod 
OeAnpatos Tod @eod rovro éfeive LS. 

437 B xaraBaivovros émi tiv ynv. “NbOy 8 aire dyyedos az’ obpavod 
évurxiwy avriv| xaraBaivovres cis tiv yiv. Kai idod dyyeAos Kupiov 
évicxvwv airov LS. 

Besides the patristic quotations mentioned in my former note, this 
passage from Gregory (416 D) supplies us with a good instance of 
Montfaucon’s untrustworthiness. After rapaxtwpev (rapaxiyouey V) 
all three MSS have cirw (elrwpev S) 7d peilov jas airois Oiowpey ra 
Ge. Kai odros Ta Spon TG (rav S) rpd aibrod éfetrey repi Tod oyHpaTOs, 
(xat add. S) wparov kai Sevrepoy pdvov xataréracpa Kal Ovovacriprov 
elrwv, Kal wept tev ayyéAwv os Kal abrav Kal jpov ev To TpdTw KaTaTeTE- 
opatt ert dvtwv, erOvpotivrwv 8? dua jpiv év ro Sevrépw rapaxvyat, nor is 
there any conceivable reason for the omission, which looks suspiciously 
like a case of homoioteleuton omission. 


E. O. WINSTEDT. 


THE PRAYER Book PSALTER. 
(J.T. S. January 1906.) 


CORRECTIONS. 


P. 271 1. 13—dele ‘and another was issued in 1584’. 
Note on Ps. xxviii g—for ‘ May 1541’ read ‘1572’. 
W. A. W. 
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REVIEWS 


CARDINAL RAMPOLLA’S MELANIA THE YOUNGER. 


Santa Melania Giuniore Senatrice Romana: Documenti Contemporanei 
e Note. (Roma: Tipographia Vaticana, 1905.) 

Waite Nuntio in Madrid in 1884 Cardinal Rampolla examined 
a number of the Escurial MSS, and found among them a Latin Vita 
Melaniae Junioris, presenting an evidently purer form of the Life than 
the Metaphrast’s Greek. He copied it, intending to edit it; but owing 
to the constant pressure of his public duties he was unable to do so, 
and in 1889 the Bollandists published the Vita from two inferior MSS 
(Analecta Bollandiana viii). Later on they discovered in a Barberini 
MS a Greek Vita, earlier than the Metaphrast’s ; this they printed in 
1903 (Ana/. Boll. xxii). On being freed from the cares of statecraft 
and diplomacy on the accession of Pius X, Cardinal Rampolla returned 
to those studies that had been his first love and for which he had never 
lost his affection; and he has produced a sumptuous and stately folio 
that probably contains all that can be known from extant materials con- 
cerning the younger Melania and the whole circle in which she moved. 
The central portion of the book contains the documents: (1) the Latin 
Vita, critically edited from the seven known MSS; it is a notably better 
text than that of the Bollandists, the Escurial MS being the best ; (2) a 
careful print of the Greek Vita from the Barberini MS, accompanied 
by an Italian translation; (3) the chapter of the Lausiac History of 
Palladius devoted to the younger Melania, the critically reconstructed 
Cambridge text and the inferior (metaphrastic) text of Meursius being 
printed side by side, with the Latin version below. These documents 
occupy nearly a hundred pages. 

Besides this there is an Introduction and a number of Notes. The 
Introduction deals with Roman society in the fourth and fifth centuries, 
with the career of the younger Melania, and with the historical sources 
for her story. This last section raises some questions of textual criticism, 
which, as matter of detail and as calling (I think) for further considera- 
tion, had better be dealt with first of all. The chief of these questions con- 
cerns the original language of the Vita ; was it Latin or Greek? Various 











REVIEWS 631 
arguments in support of each view are considered, and it is concluded 
that the question cannot be decided with certainty ; still the verdict is 
given in favour of the Latin Vita. The crucial argument turns on 
a citation from the Lausiac History of Palladius, made in c. 1 of the 
Vita. The relevant texts are printed in the Introduction to my edition, 
p. xxxiii. The fact that the Latin is practically a literal translation of 
the piece of Palladius, whereas the Greek is considerably paraphrased, 
shows with certainty that the Latin Vi¢a is not a translation of the Greek 
Vita as contained in the Barberini MS. But when we examine the 
passage in the Greek Vita, we find that, in spite of the paraphrasing, it 
preserves a considerable element of Palladius’s actual phraseology. 
Thus :— 


Palladius. 

Ei pév aipjoa cvvorxurOyvai por 
Kata Tov THS Twppoovvys Adyov, Kai 
Seorérnv ce olda Kai Kipiov THs éu7s 
lwijs sporoynow oe. 

kal povov Td capa pov édrevbé- 
pwoov, tva wAnpodopjow pov Tiyv 
kata. Oedv ériOupiav. 


Vita. 

Ei piv BovAa ... xara Tov Tis 
cwppooivys cvvorxurOnvai pot vopov, 
kai kipuov oe kal Seordrny Tis olkeias 
luis éxvypdopau. 

povov Td capa pov édevPépwoov 
. +. 0vTw yap tAnpopopyow TH Kata 
Oeov pov érOupiav. 





It is evident that a retranslation of the Latin back into Greek could 
not have reproduced in this way the words of Palladius. The priority of 
the Latin could be maintained only by the hypothesis that the Greek 
translator recognized that the piece was taken from Palladius, and looked 
out the passage in a MS of the Lausiac History. Such an hypothesis 
would present little difficulty in regard to a biblical text; but in the 
present case it could be admitted only for most peremptory reasons, 
which do not exist. The phenomena of the case thus point clearly to 
the solution offered on p. xxxiv of my Introduction, viz. that the Vita 
was originally written in Greek, but that the Barberini MS contains 
a rewritten and somewhat paraphrased text. Should a better MS not 
be forthcoming, the best that can be done towards the restoration of 
the primitive text would be a critically reconstructed edition of the 
Greek Vita by means of the Latin, by the same method that I was 
compelled to employ in certain chapters of the Lausiac History. 

On p. lv is a criticism of my text of the Lausiac History, which, 
though confined to the chapter on Melania the younger (61), virtually 
affects the entire book. The view is.maintained that the text which 
I have edited (G), though a much better text than its metaphrastic rival 
(B), represented by Meursius’s edition, is an abridgement of the original 
text. This judgement is mainly based upon the Latin version, which 
is (properly) taken as a discriminant between the two Greek texts. But 
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the Latin version is here edited from some Vatican MSS presenting 
a text deteriorated by revision on the basis of a Greek MS of the 
metaphrastic type (see my Lausiac History i pp. 59-64; ii p. lxxvi). 
Had the pure form of the text, preserved in the Cassinese and Sessorian 
MSS, been printed, the difficulties and doubts felt by the Cardinal would 
not have presented themselves. 

The Notes, forty-eight in number and filling 200 pages, are a veritable 
monument of erudition and indefatigable industry. Every imaginable 
question that could be raised concerning Melania is dealt with in the 
most -painstaking and elaborate manner. Her pedigree and that of her 
husband are worked out in ten notes, culminating in two great genealo- 
gical tables. In the other notes all sorts of questions of archaeology, 
liturgy, history are discussed, so that the Notes are a mine of informa- 
tion for students of the fourth and fifth centuries. I was especially 
interested in the first Note, in which the chronology of the Lives of the 
two Melanias is dealt with—a subject I had briefly handled in my 
Palladius. t was a satisfaction to find that in so difficult and delicate 
a piece of work,—how difficult and delicate only those know who have 
had occasion to scratch beneath the surface of received chronology,— 
the two chronological schemes agree on nearly all points; the chief 
difference is in the period assigned to the sojourn of Melania and Pinian 
in Africa, and here I had overlooked the statement of the Vita that they 
spent seven years there before going to the Holy Land. 

The book is superbly printed by the Vatican Press, and is ornamented 
with four fine pages of facsimile reproductions of the MSS. 

That such a book should have been produced by one who for nearly 
twenty years had borne the burdens that now fall on a Cardinal Secretary 
of State, and Secretary of State under a master so active and exacting 
as Leo XIII, is certainly a phenomenon. For in this volume Cardinal 
Rampolla shews that on the common basis of scholarship and learning 
he can meet on equality professional scholars. If a general criticism 
had to be passed, it would be a regret that, owing to the enforced delay 
of twenty years in publication, the value of the original documents to be 


edited is not more proportionate to the quality of the work that has 
been bestowed upon them. 


E. C. ButTier. 














REVIEWS 623 


SOME COPTIC APOCRYPHA. 


Patrologia orientalis (R. Graffin et F. Nau). Tome II, Fase. 2. Les 
Apocryphes Coptes. 1. Les Evangiles des douse Apédtres et de S. 
Barthélemy. Texte Copte édité et traduit par le Dr E. Revit- 
LouT, Professeur et Conservateur au Louvre. (Paris, Firmin-Didot 
et Cie.) 

IN a recent number of this JouRNAL'I noticed some publications of 
Coptic Apocrypha by M. Pierre Lacau and M. Revillout. Since that 
time the first fasciculus of the complete edition promised by M. Revil- 
lout has appeared, and is now before me. 

I fear it will be found a disappointing production by other students, 
as well as by myself. It includes at once more and less than the work 
of M. Lacau. Of the existence of that work M. Revillout seems to me 
to shew no consciousness whatever. It may be that his book was in 
type some time ago and that M. Lacau’s is really more recent. Whether 
that is so or not, we miss in this fascicu/us a good deal that M. Lacau 
has given us. 

In my previous notice I said something of M. Revillout’s views 
about the fragments which he persists in uniting under the title of the 
Gospel of the Twelve Apostles. That the title, and the early date which 
he assigns to them, are both erroneous I cannot doubt: but it is a 
much more sericus matter that this professedly complete collection of 
the fragments is 1.t complete. I will give a list of the contents of the 
present publication, using the following symbols. R*= M. Revillout’s 
articles reprinted from the Revue Bibligue of 1904: R* = the present 
work: L. = M. Lacau’s publication, Fragments d’ Apocryphes Coptes 
in Mémoires . . de Institut Frangais . . . du Caire, 1904: Rob. = 
Forbes Robinson Coptic Apocryphal Gospels. 

Fragment 1. New: translation in R' p. 11. 

2=Rob. p. 168. Completed by L. p. ros. 

3=L. p. 75, where it is rightly given as a fragment of one recension 

of the Apocalypse of Bartholomew. . 

4=Rob. p. 176. 

Revillout omits at the end of this the fragment given by L. p. 108. 
This is an unacccountable and most unfortunate omission. 

5. New: translation in R’ p. 30. 

6=L. p. 33. 

7, 8, 9 are the Strassburg fragments published by Jacoby (Zin neues 

Evangelienfragment, 1900). 


1 J. T.S. vol. vi no. 24 p. 577. 
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10. New: translation in R' p. 38. 

11. New: translation in R' p. 37. 

12=L. p. 34. But L. gives two recensions, R* only one. 

13. New: translation in R' p. 42 : obviously does not refer to Ananias 
the martyr (as does no. 12), but to the Incredulity of Thomas. 

14. New. The appearance of Christ to the Virgin, which is assimi- 
lated to the appearance to Mary Magdalene. The words of 
Christ here are largely an amplification of oli me tangere. 

15=L. p. 19. 

16. New. A narrative of the Death, Funeral, and Assumption of the 
Virgin, which does not seem to be identical with any Coptic 
text hitherto published. It approaches most closely to the Latin 
text ascribed to Melito, often printed (e. g. Tischendorf, Ajoca- 
dypses Apocryphae, p. 124). 

46is. New. A short fragment paraphrasing John vii 8-11 and 
adding a detail or two. 

Of these it is clear that fragments 3, 7-9, 13, 16 are not rightly- 
placed with the rest. Those from Strassburg are of an entirely different 
complexion from the homiletic narratives, as I must call them, which 
constitute the larger part of the collection. No. 13 is certainly out of 
its order; nos. 3 and 16 come from different books altogether. Nor is 
it clear that the residuum once formed a single whole. 

M. Revillout proceeds to give us what he calls the ‘Gospel’, but 
what Dulaurier and Lacau with better reason call the Apocalypse 
(Revelation), of Bartholomew. His presentation of this is unaccount- 
ably defective: he omits what is given by Lacau on pp. 73-77, and 
what was printed many years ago by Dulaurier. 

In an appendix are given— 

1. A fragment about Judas=Lacau p. 34. 

2. A fragment of the Acts of Thomas answering to a portion of the 

Ethiopic version in Budge, Contendings of the Apostles (ii p. 321). 
It is curious that M. Revillout should have imagined that this 
could be part of a Gospel. 

Of the merits of the translation or of the Coptic text I am not 
qualified to judge. I will only note that M. Revillout does not follow 
the unliterary but rather useful plan adopted by most, of printing in his 
translation all the Greek words which occur in the Coptic text. 

That the book so far as it goes is interesting and convenient I freely 
admit: but its incompleteness, and the limited knowledge of the field 
of apocryphal literature displayed by its editor, are both sad drawbacks to 
its usefulness. We must hope for better things from succeeding fascicudt. 


M. R. JAMEs. 
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INDIA AND THE APOSTLE THOMAS. 


India and the Apostle Thomas. An Inquiry. With a Critical Analysis 
of the Acta Thomae. By A. E. Meptycort, Bishop of Tricomia. 
(London, D. Nutt, 1905.) [pp. xviii + 303: twelve plates and a 
map. | 

BisHoPp MEDLycoTT has put together a great deal of interesting 
information from various sources, tending to support the tradition of St 
Thomas’s Indian apostolate and of his martyrdom at Mylapore. But 
the general impression left upon the reviewer’s mind is a confused one. 
We can follow the author with pleasure in his tracking of the Indian 
tradition through the mediaeval pericd, in his résumé of the present state 
of knowledge with regard to King Gondophares, and in his account of 
the removal of the Apostle’s relics to Edessa, Chios and Ortona. We 
must be grateful to him for his illustrations and condole with him on the 
misprint which describes the interesting sculptured tympanum at Semur 
as stained glass, while we admire his industry and sympathize with his 
championship of a very venerable and attractive story. But when we 
come to the appendix in which he analyses the Acts of Thomas and 
tries to sift out from the midst of ‘Gnostic’ accretions a residuum of true 
history, we cannot help feeling that he is undertaking a hopeless task. 
His theory of the Acts is that they not only contain names of historical 
personages (as King Gondophares), but that several of the episodes 
and the martyrdom are in the main true : and that the book has suffered 
extensively from Gnostic interpolation. ‘Fortunately’, he says on p. 291, 
‘a German scholar, who has made a special study of Gnostic writings, 
and is considered a great authority on the subject, von (sic) Carl 
Schmidt (Die alten Petrusakten, &c.) has arrived at the conclusion that 
of the Acts of Peter, Paul, John, Thomas, and Andrew, which in the 
time of Photius were attributed to Lucius (sic) Charinus, all, even those 
of John, are by more or less orthodox Catholics: certainly none are of 
Gnostic origin. . . . It is satisfactory to find others coming to the views 
we hold.’ Dr Schmidt, I think, would be surprised and amused at 
the manner in which his theories are interpreted by the Bishop. 

A good deal of space is devoted to an examination of the Acts of 
Thecla, and here again the Bishop has contrived to leave on my mind 
an odd impression of his views as to the relation of the various versions. 
I do not find evidence that he realizes that the Coptic is a translation 
of a Greek text, of which, indeed, singularly little notice is taken, 
Gnostic interpolation is postulated in this case also, and the Pilgrimage 
of ‘Silvia’ is quoted as a ‘testimony to the authenticity of the Acta 
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Theclae’, It is also argued that the Acts of Thecla were incorporated 
bodily by the author of the Acts of Paul into his work. 

On p. 111 is a passage which shews the really misleading character of 
the whole investigation. ‘The lady pilgrim (of the Peregrinatio Silviae) 
paid a... visit to the shrine of .. . St Thecla; and there. . . she read 
. . . the acts of her martyrdom. We need hardly remark that these would 
not be the distorted Gnostic edition that has come down to us, but a 
copy of the Acts accepted and recognized as catholic and genuine by 
the Christians of that age. The remark applies with equal force to the 
Acts of Thomas, which she records that she had read at his shrine. 
This offers clear proof that these were copies which had not been 
distorted and utilized for Gnostic purposes, as we find is the case with 
those that have come down to us.’ The Bishop’s conclusions here would 
simply be met with flat contradiction. There is no evidence at all that 
the Acts either of Thecla or of Thomas which the pilgrim read differed 
in doctrinal complexion from those which we possess now and which the 
Bishop calls Gnostic. If they did so differ, it was because they had 
been revised in the Catholic interest. The assumption of later Church 
writers that Gnostics had tampered with originally orthodox writings runs 
directly counter to everything that can be gathered from the documents 
themselves, and is simply a falsification of history. It was not an 
unnatural assumption for a writer of the fifth century ; but any one who 
seeks to revive it now is doing very poor service to the cause of truth. 
And to say that the passage from the Peregrinatio offers ‘ clear proof’ 
of any kind as to the character of the text of the Acts is nothing short 
of ridiculous. 

On p. 120 Heracleon’s denial that St Thomas was a martyr is 
discussed, and dismissed on very insufficient grounds. _ 

Such Greek phrases as appear in the book contain more misprints 
than they should, and I seem to detect a propensity on the part of the 
author to make use of Latin versions of Greek documents : for example, 
the epitaph of Abercius is quoted in Latin. 

I cannot, in conclusion, accept this book as a successful critical 
study either of the Acts of Thomas or of the Indian tradition ; but it 
has interested me more than a little. 


M. R. JAMEs. 

















637 


RECENT PERIODICALS RELATING TO 
THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 


(1) ENGLIsH. 


Church Quarterly Review, April 1906 (Vol. Ixii, No. 123: Spottis- 
woode & Co.), Church Reform; III Training for Holy Orders— 
Pre-Raphaelitism— Mediaeval monastic libraries at Canterbury and else- 
where—The Welsh Church during the seventeenth century—Missions 
in Nyasaland: II Anglican Missions—Nicolas of Cusa, Cardinal and 
Reformer—Penitence and moral discipline—Short Notices—Index of 
Articles to vols. i-lix (October 1875-January 1905) concluded. 


The Hibbert Journal, April 1906 (Vol. iv, No. 3: Williams & Nor- 
gate). C. Butter Is the Religion of the Spirit a working religion for 
mankind ?—J. E. CARPENTER How Japanese Buddhism appeals to a 
Christian theist—E. S. Drown Does Christian belief require meta- 
physics ?—J. W. DiccLte Mr Birrell’s Choice—H. Jones The working 
faith of the social reformer ITII—E. G. GARDNER St Catherine of Siena 
—wW. Jones-Daviss The laws and limits of development in Christian 
doctrine—THE AUTHOR OF ‘ Pro CHRISTO ET EccLesia’ T ‘vation 
of the body by faith—T. W. Rotieston The Resurrect -.:: a laymen’s 
dialogue—O. Lopce Christianity and Science II: The divine element 
in Christianity—Discussions— Reviews—Bibliography. 


The Jewish Quarterly Review, April 1906 (Vol. xviii, No. 71: Mac- 
millan & Co.). A. CowLey Bodleian Geniza Fragments—L. Simon 
Abraham Mapu—L. Ginssperc Geonic Responsa—A. B. Ruine Leon 
Gordon as a poet-—G. Marco.ioutH An introduction to the liturgy of 
the Damascene Karaites—S. A. Cook Notes on Old Testament History : 
IV. Saul and Benjamin—Critical Notices—Notes to /.Q.2.—Biblio- 
graphy. 

The Expositor, April 1906 (Seventh Series, No. 4: Hodder & 
Stoughton). T.K. CHeynge The Archangel Michael in the light of 
criticism—A. E. GarviE Studies in the ‘inner life’ of Jesus: the per- 
fection of character—G. A. SmitH The desolate city—C. H. W. Jouns 
The Amorite Calendar—W. H. Bennett The life of Christ according 
to St Mark—W. M. Ramsay Tarsus, the River and the Sea—W. J. 











638 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 


Moutton The New Covenant in Jeremiah—E. NestLe ‘From the 
Tree’. 

May 1906 (Seventh Series, No. 5). W.Sanpay The spiritual 
meaning of the life of Christ—H. R. MacxintosH The theology of 
Albrecht RitschI—C. Latrry The structure of the Fourth Gospel— 
G. A. SmitH The ideal city and the real—W. M. Ramsay Tarsus— 
J. Morratt Notes on recent New Testament study—S. A. Cook Old 
Testament Notes. 

June 1906 (Seventh Series, No. 6). T. H. Ropinson The 
authorship of the Muratorian Canon—A. E. Garvie Studies in the 
‘inner life’ of Jesus—G. A. SmirH The second temple, from Zechariah 
to Ezra—S. A. Coox The criticism of the Old Testament—W. M. 
Ramsay Derbe—J. Morratt Notes on recent New Testament study. 


(2) AMERICAN. 


The American Journal of Theology, April 1906 (Vol. x, No. 2: 
Chicago University Press). William Rainey Harper—W. WALKER 
Changes in Theology among American Congregationalists—E. S. AMES 
Theology from the standpoint of functional psychology—M. S. TERRY 
The Old Testament and the Christ—J. M. P. Smitn The rise of 
individualism among the Hebrews—L. ARPEE Armenian Paulicianism 
and the Key of Truth—S. M. Jackson The Scorn of the World: a 
poem in three books. Book II—Recent theological literature. 


The Princeton Theological Review, April 1906 (Vol. iv, No. 2: 
Philadelphia, MacCalla & Co.). B. B. WarrieLp Tertullian and the 
beginnings of the doctrine of the Trinity (3rd art..—J. Dz Witt The 
intellectual life of Samuel Miller—M. C. Wittiams Preaching Christ— 
D. S. Scuarr The sacramental theory of the mediaeval Church—S. T. 
Lowrie Exegetical note on 2 Cor. v 16, 17—Reviews. 


(3) FRENCH AND BELGIAN. 


Revue Bénédictine, April 1906 (Vol. xxiii, No. 2: Abbaye de Mared- 
sous). D. De Bruyne Encore les ‘Tractatus Origenis’—G. Morin 
Studia Caesariana. Nouvelle série d’inédits tirée du manuscrit 3 
@Epinal—A. Patmitr1 Un document inédit sur la rebaptisation des 
Latins chez les Grecs—P. pe MEEsTER Ftudes sur la théologie ortho- 
doxe II. La théologie proprement dite. Dieu, un dans son essence— 
M. FesTucizre Quelle sera la philosophie de l’Fglise? L’Fglise, la 
philosophie traditionnelle—H. QuENTIN Elpidius, évéque de Huesca, et 
les souscriptions du deuxitme concile de Toléde—U. Beruitre Les 
coutumiers monastiques (x®, xi¢ sitcles}—T. Nive Le concile de Trente 
—U. Berwizre Bulletin d’histoire bénédictine—Comptes rendus— 
Notes bibliographiques. 
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Revue Biblique, April 1906 (Nouvelle série, 3° année, No. 2: Paris, 
V. Lecoffre). Communication de la Commission pontificale pour les 
études bibliques—Lettre de sa Sainteté Pie X sur la question biblique 
—Lettre de sa Sainteté Pie X &4 Mgr Le Camus—P. Batirrot Le 
Judaisme de la Dispersion tendait-il 4 devenir une église ?—H. VINCENT 
Les villes cananéennes (suite)—A. BAUMSTARK Les apocryphes coptes 
—L. Féperuin A propos d’Isaie x 29-31—P. Duorme Deux textes 
religieux assyro-babyloniens—Chronique—Recensions—Bulletin. 


Revue d’ Histoire et de Littérature' Religieuses, March-April 1906 
(Vol. xi, No. 2: Paris, 82, Rue Bonaparte). P. DE LaBRIOLLE La 
polémique antimontaniste contre la prophétie extatique—A. Dutks 
L’évolution de la théologie dans les philosophes grecs ; 2° article: De 
Pythagore 4 Empédocle—L. Macaire Déposition de la mére Angélique 
Arnauld sur les vertus de saint Francois de Sales—P. Leyay Ancienne 
philologie chrétienne : Monachisme oriental (suzfe). 


Revue d’ Histoire Ecclésiastiqgue, April 1906 (Vol. vii, No. 2: Lou- 
vain, 40, Rue de Namur). P. Lapguvze Apocryphes evangéliques 
coptes: Pseudo-Gamaliel; Evangile de Barthélemy—M. Jacquin La 
question de la prédestination au v® et vi® sitcles: S. Prosper d’Aqui- 
taine, Vincent de Lérins, Cassien (suite, 2 suivre)—P. FouRNIER Etude 
sur les fausses décrétales: II. Date de l’ceuvre d’Isidore (suite, a 
suivre)—P. RicHaRD Origines des nonciatures permanentes: La 
représentation pontificale au xv® sitcle (1450-1513) (suite e¢ fin)— 
Comptes rendus—Chronique: 1. Nécrologie: J.-B. ABBELOos Son 
Eminence le Cardinal Pierre-Lambert Goosens; 2. A. FIERENS La 
question franciscaine: Les écrits des zélateurs de la Régle aux premiers 
temps de Vhistoire franciscaine d’aprés les récentes controverses; 3. 
Nouvelles—Bibliographie. 


Revue del Orient Chrétien, January 1906 (Deuxitme série, Tome I (xi), 
No. 1: Paris, A. Picard et fils). A. Scner Etude supplémentaire sur 
les écrivains syriens orientaux—BovuviEr La Syrie a la veille de J’usur- 
pation Tulunide (avant 878)—E. BLocuet Les monnaies mongoles de 
la collection Decourdemanche—B. Everts Le rite copte de la prise 
dhabit et de la profession monacale—TourNEBIzE Histoire politique 
et religieuse de l’Arménie: Les fréres-Unis de saint Grégoire illumina- 
teur—E. MaNGENOT L/’origine espagnole du Filiogue—L. DELAPORTE 
Note sur de nouveaux fragments sahidiques du Pasteur d’Hermas— 
F. Nau Une lettre du R. P. Constantin Bacha sur un nouveau manu- 
scrit carchouni de la chronique de Michel et sur Théodore Abou-Kurra 
—Bibliographie. 

Analecta Bollandiana, April 1906 (Vol. xxv, fasc. 2: Brussels, 
37, Rue des Ursulines), P. Peerers La légende de Saidnaia— 
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H. Detenaye Sanctus Silvanus—A. PonceLet Le ‘Testament’ de 
saint Willibrord—Bulletin des publications hagiographiques—Saint 
Expédit et le martyrologe hi¢éronymien—Appendix: A. PoNCcELET 
Catalogus codicum hagiographicorum latinorum bibliothecarum Roma- 
narum praeterquam Vaticanae ; IV. Codices bibliothecae Alexandrinae, 
pp. 129-176. 


(4) GERMAN. 


Leitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche, March 1906 (Vol. xvi, No. 2: 
Tiibingen, J. C. Mohr). STemnMANN Recht und Unrecht im theolo- 
gischen Kampf der Gegenwart und der Weg der Religion—StuckERT 
Propter Christum. 


Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde des 
Urchristentums, May 1906 (Vol. vii, No. 2: Giessen, A. Tépelmann). 
Cur. A. Bucce Uber das Messiasgeheimnis—M. BriickneR Zum 
Thema Jesus und Paulus—H. Gesuarpt Untersuchungen zu der 
Evangelienhandschrift 238—V. BartLet The origin and date of 2 
Clement—G. Kriiczr Zu Justin—E. Scuotr Die Aussendungsrede 
Mt 10, Mc 6, Le 9, 1o—I. Franko Beitriige a.d. kirchenslavischen 
zu den neutestamentlichen Apokryphen III—A. ANDERSEN Mt 26, 
26 flg. und Parallelstellen im Lichte der Abendmahlslehre Justins—J. 
BorHMER Zum 2. Artikel des Apostolikums—WELLHAUSEN “Aprov 
éxkaoev Mc 14, 22—E. NestLE Das Kamel als Schiffstau: Eine 
Variante in Matth. 28, 18: Rabbi: Chorazin, Bethsaida: Zur neu- 
testamentlichen Vulgata—G. Kriicer Zum Streit der Apostelfiirsten— 
E. Ter-Minassiantz Hat Irendus Le 1, 46 Mapidp oder "EAaodBer 
gelesen ? 


Theologische Quartalschrift, April 1906 (Vol. Ixxxviii, No. 2: 
Tiibingen, H. Laupp). VetTTEer Die armenischen apokryphen Apostel- 
geschichten—B6ckENHOoFF “Die rémische Kirche und die Speise- 
satzungen—Kuirscu Der Portiunkula-Ablass—Rezensionen, 
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